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Since, 19

NTRODUCTION

au of Social Science Research, has been

experi ntiti,ig fingi vocational training for clients of the

/ Work In entiv IN) in Portland, Oregon, first for institu- ,

tional yai recently for on-the-job training (OJT). This

report.fOc chering for institutional training and is the
/

second i a s ries of three reports which investigate the feasibility

of vouc er.ing,as n alternative method for acquiring occupational-skill ,

/ ..

traini g; Deta' s On the development and early phases of the program

are yaflable Y'n earlier reports.2,3 Vouchering places the buying

pow rfeor ;0 itutional training into the hands of the clients, thus

al owing th m greater autonomy An deciding their own occupational
.1 ,

destlnv. t has been hypothesized that the granting of decision-making
q

..

autOnenlyio clients along with responsibility for their decisions would
/ 4

increase,the clients' feelings of controllyver their own lives, Increase
//

ylejr/sense of involvment in programsple4reinforde their commitment

to the achievement of successful outcomes. A ribmber of questions were

raised with respect to WIN clients' ability and willingness to make the
t

, necessary decisions abOgt institutional vocational training,"
,

, i

0

Phase I of this longitudinal study consisted of interviewing

the popuration of vouchered institutional traineeslot abouilthe time
y .

iri..k 1,

Vouchering is a mechanism fof modifying"the relationship
between publiec agencies and their clients by replacing the provision
of goods or services in kind with'soMe form of authorization which
wilq,permit the client to select and "purchase" what is needed from
the available market supply.

2Ann Richardson and Laure M. Sharp, Tile Featibility of Vouchered
Training in WIN: Report on the First Phase of a Study (Washington, D.C.:
Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc., December, 1974).)

3B.ruce B. Dunning, Occupational Choices and Vocational School
Selections: Experiences with the. Portland WIN Voucher Training Program
(Washington, D.C.t Bureau of Social SCienWesearch, Inc., Decembes,
t976).

I
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they committed their vouchers to a training vendor. These interviews

focused primarily on factors presumed to be influential in choosing

training occupations and training vendors with particular emphasis on

the experience of, and reaction to, decision-making autonomy (Dunning,

p. .1, fn.
1

3).

The present report covers the perio dur'ing which WIN' trainees

` completed or otherwise departed from vocational training. This "End-

of-Training Survey" focusgs primarily on the expdri es of trainees

during training, their reactions to the training a training institu-

tions, and their first experiences after training. . .

The third report of the study will focus on the labor force

behavior and employment experience of the same group of trainees some

eighteen months subsequent to departure from training. -This "Emp.loyment

Experience Survey" will be available in late 1977.. ,

This current phase of the exploratory study emphasizes two major

_arep: commitment to training goals, and early,employMent patterns.

attempts to answer the following questions:,

1 t

1, What are the training experiences.of the voucher recipients?

2. What differences and/or similarities do we find in the com-

mitment to training goals between voucher recipients and
participants in the conventional WIN prognpm?

a

3. What are the early employment patterns of the vouchered
clients, and qor are they different or.the same as those

.

of participants in the, conventional WIN prpgram?

4. What are the strengths af the two s stems?

5. Which clients' needs are best served by the voucher system;
which by the conventional WIN system?

The Data Basel;

For participants in the study, the datallase consisted of WIN

records, the Contract between-the training institution and the WIN

Employment Service, and interview data. WIN records provided demo-

graphic information on the participants age, sex, educational level,

kFor information on the design of the voucher system see Dunning,

p. I, fa. 3.

. r4
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number of dependents, participation status (volunteer or mandatory),

and the WIN team to which one was attSched (this information was avail-

able only for voucher participants). The Contract provided data on
. .

training, institution, length and cost of training, and occupation for

which training was provided. The bulk of the data reported here for

votaer and "regular"5 participants came from the interview schedules.

It sought information on admissions procedures at training institutions,

counseling-guidance required and received there (this informatica%as

available only for voucher participants), training satisfaction or

dissatisfactione and possible school exploitation of trainees. It also

sought to galher-information on accomplishment of training goals and

reasons for dropping out of training. Employment behavior in the three .

month period following trainingt,was examined next.: Was the client in

the labor force? Was the client working in his/her training occupa-

tion? In addition, salary nd job location information was obtained.

Those who were out of the la or face were askedlpout their future

plans. Self-esteem information was gathered on all voucher trainees,

and finally, data on satisfaCtion/dissatisfaction with the voucher
.

program and clients' insights into possible shortcomings of the program

were also obtained. (See Appendix Afor copies of the interview

schedules for voucher and reiular'participants-.)

Participants in the Stud0

Of the 154 voucher participants whd were interviewedfar the

. first follow-up study (coMmitment), 75 percent (115) responded to the.'

5' Regular"'Regular" respondents,refers to WIN participants whowent

,,, through the conventional WIN system. They are our comparison geou0

and the term will be used interchangeably with "convenOional WIN '
,

participants."

6The present study included all .167'WINwart3cipanis:who had
committed their institutional vouchers prior to the cutoff date for
data collection in early fall of 1974. Of these, 92 percent (154) '1,,ferei

Interviewed for the first phase of this kngitudinal ttudi. Of the
voucher nonrespondents, two refused to be interviewed and the remainder
could not be located. See Ounning, p. I, fn. 3, Appendix G.For a
comparison of the characteristics of respondents and nonrespondents.
The comparison suggests that there are no significant differences
between thi votai'groupand the respondents with respect to any of the

;demographic criteria.

#
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"End-of-Training Survey." (See Appendix E for ancanelysis of the

characteristics of the voucher respondents and nonrespondents)

4 Ln order to provide a basis for estiTting,the,effects of '

vouchering, a comparison group of regular trainees who tied entered
A

vocational training under the conventional,.unvouchered W1N oprbtedu4es

in 1973 were interviewed] during the Spring of 1974. Comparative data

on 16_regular WIN p'articipants were available for the "End-of-

.TrainingSurvey."

Presentation of Findings and Hypotheses
Related to the "End-of-Training Survey"

This report cqnsiSts of eight chapters% thaptei II describes

the training experiences of the vouchered responlrnts. The admissions

procedure3, quality of training; counseling and guidance availability,'

placement assistance, quality of instruction and,ln--1 1 satisfaction

will'he discussed.

In Chapter Ill the findings related to trainiggvatisfaction

and completion will be discussed. The main hyplotheses this chapter,

wili 'attempt, to test are

I. There is no significant difference. in the proportion of
vouchered and nonvouthered WIN-tpents in institiltional
training that reportsatisfaction with their training.,

4 0

2. There-is no significant difference in,the completion rates
pf voucherreciplents and clients who go through the con-

tventional 414/programi..

Chapter IV will present findings related to the early labor

force beh.;vior of the respondents. This chapter wiP1 attempt td test

the. hypotheses that
.

' IN, 1. There is no significant difference in,the.early labor
force behavior ofivouchered and nonvouchered clients.

2 There is no significant difference in the proportion of
,voucher and regular respondents woorZing in their training"
occupations during the first threelronths- following

training.

7The 163 regular pondents constituted only 47 percent of

all regular WIN participa s'who'received,institutignal training in

1973. (lost of the regular cespondents could not be lolated. For

details see Dunning; p. I, 'fn 3.

2.:

8041.
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3. There is no significant difference in the average salary
received by the voucher recipients and ,t1le clients who go

through the conc'entional WIN program,

4. .There is no significant 'difference in the job satisfaction
of.youchered and nonvouchered respondents.

In.Chapter V, the concept of autonomy will.be examined and its

implications for WINIgkrePants discussed.

Chapter VI examipes anchangesdin self-esteem the )Acher

respondents may have experienced from the time they committed their

vouchers to three months after training:

Ghapter VII _deals with voucher clients" suggestions fqr

imgrbvement of the voucher system. The Last chaptes4Chapter VIII)

--Colirailig summarizing and concluiling remarks.
-

Copies of the voucher recipient "End-of-Waininy' and regular

participant intgrview schedules appear. in Appendix A. Appendices B

'and C contain,the Occupatlional ClassifiCation and Classificatiin of

Training Vendors respectively. The self=assessment form is fcrutid in

Appendix D. An analysis of the response rates and the characteristiX

of voucher respondents and nonrespondents is discussed inippendiX E.

Appendix F presents notes on the interpretation of regOsiiol
°

Complete regressipn tables are also presented in Appendix F.

°.

Data Analysis

esi)1 ts.

In order to assess fully the effects of voucherng relative
, .

regular WIN training, this analysis will proceed in the,following

three,di'rectirons:

The overall (gross) differences between voucher and regular
respondents will be examined first.

-Tfte expertences of voucher and their regular WIND counterpatts

(49., people of the same age) Will be-examined next. This

comparison pets the focus on the differench..4t1ch vouchertng
made for comparable subgroups of people. -4 .

- Isolate separately those subgroups for whom voucherinq
made a difference*.

-Hsi:date separately those subgroups for whom voucherinq
did not make a difference.

The experienCes unique to voucher clients will he examined last.

The study utilizes essentially two methods ofrantlysisf The,

first is a,cross-tabulation,by percentages to highlight differences .

)

.61
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between the; voucher and regular comparisoA grOups. The second tech-

nique is a multivariate one--multiple classificatioanalysis--where
4, #

the coefficient for each variable expresses the magnitude and
. ,

of ,the percentage point deviation From the mean of the dependent

,,va.6.able. (See Appendix F for more complete information about-this ,.

technique.)

A NOtetof Caution

The Portland, institutional vouchering project was intended and

designed as policy-oriented research conducted in a real world setting.

This,entailed acceptance of certain conditions which imposed limiLa-

tionskon the Conduct of the research and the ability tp generalize from

the Portland experience. Among the most significant of these'conditiohs"
.

were the following:

The vo chered institutidlr" training' program was Conducted by-

the 4ular WIN staff concurrently with the larger, on-going

WI program. Consequently, policy decisions -and administrative

a tions external to the research project itself inevitably -!

a ected the project introducing variable5 which the reseatchers

often could-not-measure, l .et alone contr91.°

An ideal reseaccOde5ign would have called for simultaneous

vouchered and nonvouchered insiitutiooal training. This was:

'-not feasible for administrative and budgetary reasons. There;

fore, a comparison group of regular trainees who had receiva'
institutional training prior to the ppiladicifillichering.had

to be used. .
s
\

,Because of program budgetary liditations, liltfe institutional

training had-SZen available it Portland for several mon.,ths - ,

pgior to the initiation of vouchering. Sonsequent/y, a back-

log of cli6nts wanting ivtitutionpl training had developed

%and this backlog affected_ the makeup of...the...initial input of

clients to the voucher program.

-As a result of these conditions, among others, generalization of find-

,
ings end conclusions beyond the Portland environment invo4ves some risk.

Further, the attribution of effects to vouchering per_se cannot always

be ful!y'supported.

f.
,

8Carol Greenhouse, The-Feasibility of-Feasibility lestinq:

Observations-'from the Portland WIN Voucher Test (Washington, D.C.:

Bureau of SOcial Science Research, Inc., June, 1977).
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II. TRAINING EXPERIENCES OF THE 14OUGHER RECIPIENT

/ 4
This chapter describes the wed ences- of the vouchered trainees

: who were enrol led in vocational schools, ini n Port land, Oregon. We will

foCui on the perceptions and experiences of, the vouchered WIN trainees

themselves and will attempt to ascertain the effect of sex, age, educa-

don, training'occupation, the type of school attended (public or private), ,

and the degree of autonomy expertenced or;`admissions f=et.apements, school/ '

/services (counseling and guidance, iOacemen quality of instruction, and

shortcomings ("bad experiences "), the trainees experienced at their traih-

ing Unsti tutions.1 We are not attempting to measure the "correctness"

of the of 4the subgroups but are seeking t; investigate 'the

attitudes and feel ings of these students, and the effects-1.A their per-

ceptions on araining completion and early laboi-force behavior .4t8 be
41

examined in subsequent sectionsdf the report):3

r
Se 1 ect i vity Mei s; i on+Requi rement s 4.

Encountered by School Applicants

e,

A very_ small proportion of Voucheredstudents registered far,

lchoals which did not ha/e some screening procedures.Mbie-1).

erviews by school stiff members were the most frequently usedv

admissions technique. Combining the data on all types of tests

encountered by the student's, 31 percent were administered one or more

1 For a thorOugh comparison of the training experiences of
public and pi-ivate school. students seeBruce B. Dttnning, Aspects of
VShered WIN Trainees' Experiences with Vocational-Training Schools:
Experiences with the Portland WIN Voucher Training Program (Washington,

D .C. : Bureau ..of, Social Science Research, 'I nc. , October; 1976) . 'His
findings will be presented in appropriate sections bof this chapter.

. 2For information from the representatives of 5 public and 22
private schools see Bruce B Dunning -Wand James L. ,Unger, Schokly_

Responses to VoUchered Vocational Training: Experiences with the

PortlandWIN Voucher Training Program 4Washington, D.C.: 8ureab of

Social Science Research, Inc,; July, 1975) .

3The effect of training experiences on training and labor

# Iforce behavior will be examirred in Chapters III and IV.,

2.1, -
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of the three types shown in Table I. In no case however, did espon-

411 dent report having been rejectdd by a schobl. Further, none of the

respondents reported changing from an original training plan as the

direct reitlt of performance on tests. We alsoefound that the admis-

sions requirements had no direct effect on either the training satis-

.

faction the training completion fates of the voucher Participants.

. For these reasons we will neq,investigate the admissions requirements

of particular voucher participants.
.

4

(.1,,,

TABLE I ..
. r

PROPORTIONS OF ,RESPONDENTS REPORTING VA600S

t. ADMISSIONS PROGEOURES'ENGOUNTEREO
AO

4

Admissions Procedures Encountered .

Voucher

(N)

..,

No requiements of any kind, just register 8 (113)

, t

4' General interview with staff member ,/ ', 86 (111)
. .;

Inquiry about earlier schooling , 70** till)

School transcripts requested . . .. .. , . 22 (III)

Inqd4ry°abOUt 'past work experience. 44 ., (111)
. '.

R

...

."

eferences from previbus employers requested . . . . 7 (III)
.

1
General intelligence test administered- -:

Edueatio 1 achievement test administered
. ,

Occupat'olanal aptitude test administered-

14 (109)

15 , (1117.

1 17- (11J)

at)

-4}

IP

/

Fr
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SchoOt Services: Counseling and Guidance
and Placement Services

Counseling and Guidance

Reports by the students shoW that a majority did receive

counseling help of one sort or another, 57 percentreceived founseling

help4in one or more of the five areas shoat in Table 2. For many of

those who-received counseling, it was confined to help in' determining.

training needs and what courses should be taken to train for selected

occupations: Fifty-seven percent of the voucher students reported

receiving that type of help. In each of the four other areas, only

minorities of students received help from tihe schdols. The fact is,

however, that few of the students felt they needed additional counsel-

ing and guidance.

-TABLE 2-

PROPORTIONS OF STUDENTS WHO RECEIVED- COUNSELING AND GOIDANCE.HELP
FROM SCHOOLS AND PROPORTIONS WHO REPORTED A NEER FOR MORE HELP

(tn Perceritages4

C.

4

(N)

r

4:-1 Receiv4 ng

.. . He

Needing
Ad

Help

(113) 26 14

29

.(I13) 57

w

.

12
.

(112) 45 ' ' 17

(112) 16 6

r
lype'of Counseling '

14

, e--:

.
Ielp in deciding interests

and occupational goals . . .

Help in determining the
suitability of interests
and occupational goals . .

Help in determininT,.training .

needs and courses that
should be taken ..... .

cak
Help in,reviewing progress

t.raining . . 4 .

'Personal counseling

-Ik
.4

ti

o. 1
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4 ,Voucher Students and Their-Training Occupations.--Students

O
with blue collet- training occUpaXions4 appear tcot4ve received less

counseling and.guidancfPfrom their training institution than did those

preparing for any other occupation (Table 3). Twenty-five percent

reported the need for additional guidance to help in deciding their

O
interests and occupational goals, ±a larger proportion than students in

any other.fleld. ".

A relatively largepOroportion of those with service training

occupations received personal counseling et-ill many others reported a

need for-it.

Sixty five percent of those enrolled in training leading OD

clerical occupations received some guidance and counseling from their

training institutions. Though the counseling was primarilstin the

area pf training needs add courses, a third of those in clerical train-

ins did receive assistance in deciding their interests and' occupational

goals and in determining the suitabif'ity of those interests arl goals.

A very small proportion received personal counseling from their rrr

.0

ing institution and Only.Ihree persons reported needing additional

counseling in that area. '

Sixty-four percent or more of those enrolled in training

leading to professional,# technical, or administrative occupations

received some iiii-Tince from their training institutions. Their

cotnseling'was also primarily in the area of trailling needs' and

.c rses. Only small proportions of these students were dissatisfied

wit theAmount of guidance they received.

Male and Female Students.--In'only one of the five areas did

mate Students get proportionately more help than female students.

Thirty-six percent of the men and 28 percent of the women received '

counseling.in determining the suitability of -their interests and .

,.occupational goals (Table 4). An approximately 10 percent higher

proportion of women received counseling in deciding their interests

and occupational goals, in determining their tpaining,needs and the

courses they should take, and in reviewing the progress they made in

4For a complete list.of how occupations were classified see

Appendix 13..4 .

I
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TABU 3

PROPORTIONS OF STUDENTS WHO RECEIVED COUNSELING AND GUIDANCE HELP FROM SCHOOLS
AND PROPORTIONS WAD REPORTED A NEED FOR MORE HELP BY TRAINING OCCUPACION

s.

Received Help .

i

. c 0 .
Professional,

. Type of Co.nsel..nga. ?ethnical, Clerical . Blue Collar

AP .4 Administrative
*

, (N) I. (m) % (N)

or

21 (14). 33 (57) 13 (24)
Help in deci,ding interests
'defd occupational goals.

Help in determining the
, suitability of interests

7 and occupational goals 43 (14) 36 (56) If (24)

Vis

Help in determl4ing training s

needs and courses thoft .

should be taken . . . . . . 64 (14) 65 (57) 38 (24)

.

Help sn revieing progress
de,

n training . . . .
43 (14) .35 (57,) -- 52 '(23)

Pe7sonal tounseling . .
7 (14), 14 (56) 13 (24)

0

4.

0

Needed.Additional Help

Service ,

1 (N)

Professional,
Technical,

AdmInIstrilive

_ 1, (N)

C--

Clerical

ilf '.

X (N)

w -

Blue Collar

01//

% (N)

Service

V. (N)

I ^

-..

I

- st

22

44

50

67

33

(18)

(18),

(18)

(18)

(18)

17

. 7

9

.

21

7

(12)

(14)

(14)

(14)

04)

II

13

12

14

5

(57)

(56)

.

(57)

(5f)

(56),

25

21

8

26

4

(24)

...

(24)

(24)

(23)

(24)

I

II

6

II

II

II

(18)

(18),

(18)

(18)

(18)

7

0



PROPORTIONS OF STUDEN WHO RECEIVEDeCOUNSELING AND GUIDANCE HELP FROM SCHOOLS
AND PROPORTI NS WHO REPORTED A NEED FOR MORE HELP BY SEX -

Received Help. ,Needed Additional Help
ti

Type of Counseling

")i

Femal

(N)

Male

(N)

Female

: % (N)

Male

% (N)

Help in deciding interests
and occupational goals

Help in determining the
suitability of interests

and occupational goals

Help in determining training
needs and courses that
should be taken

Help in reviewing progress
in training

,1

Persbnal counseling

'

.

2'7

28

59

_

471

16

(88)

.

(87) .

,

, (88)

..

(88) ,

(87)

20

36

48

, 38

. )6

(25)

(25)

(25)

.

--

-., (24)

. (25)

11

11

1

11

. 15

I

5

(88)

(87)

(88)

'(88)

(87)

24

16

12

- 25

1 8

(25)

(25).

2...5).

-

(25)

(25)

2

44'
ti
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training. Only a very small proportion of vouchlredistudents received
-

personal counseling from their training institutions. Equal propor-,

.tions of men and women received such c nseling. ti

Only a minority of.students. fel that they needed more' counsel-

ing and guidance from their traininginstitOtions than they received.

Interestingly, it was the male students who reecirteda greater need for

more counseling than they received. Twenty-four percent of the men

(compered to 11% of the women) reported a need for help in deciding

their interests and occupational goals and reviewing their'training

progress. ,

Voucher Studentseth,Different Educational Levels.--Thote with
a,

leis than 12 years of education consistently received more counseling

from their training institution in all areas with the exception of help

in determinirig Straining needs. and courses that should betaken (Table5).

Almost without exception, the most educa 'ted students received les's

counseling than did thosp with less education.' : j -

As With mare and female students, ..those,igho received less

guidance and counseling Iso reported slibhtiy More unmet needs, hose

with more than 12 years f education received the least amount of

counseling and reported t greatest proportion of Unmet needs.

Voucher Students o Merin A es.--Younger students received,'

just slightly more counseling han older students\(Tible 61. Thirty

percent of those students between 8 and 29 years of age- received help

in deciding their interest and occupational goats while only 18 percent

of those more '[han 30 years'old received such,co.unseling. Both.groups

of students reported feeling that their needs had been. adequately met.

A slightly larger proportionof younger students,reported needing more

help in reviewing their progress, in training, and a slightly larger ;

proportion of Younger trainees needed additional personal counseling.

Voucher,Students and Type of 5.thool Attended5.--Equal propor-
7 .

[ions of public and private school students received help in three of the

five areas shown in Table 7. However, cqnsiderably larger, proportions )

of students attending public schools received help in deterMining their /

training needs and the courses that should be taken and personal counseling,

1,

5Dunning, p. 9, fn. I.
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TABLE 5
.

,"

PROPORTIONS OF STUDENTS WHO RECEIVED COUNSELING AND GUipANC HELP FROM SCHOOLS

AND PROPORTIONS WHO REPORTED A NEED FOR MORE HELP EDUCATION

., 1 \
a -

11
Received Help

u41)

Type f Counseling

...--,

Less Than
12 Years'

% (N)

Mel') in deciding interests
and occupational goals. .

Help in determining the
%

,
suitability of 'interests

and occupational goals. .

40

Help in determining training
needs and courses that
should be taken . . . ., :

. ..

Help in reviewing progress

'.' In training

, . .

Personal counseling

:

r

1'

I

33

39

42
.

48

17

(24)

(23)

(24)-

(23)

(23)

X,

Needed Additional tied,

.

12 Mor- Than' Less Than'

.Years Years 12 Years

i (N) % (N) *(N)

26' (69)

35 (69)*

62 469)

45.:(69)

15 (69)

26. (19) ,'- 4

,t,

58 (19) 13

42 '(i9) ' 26

16 (19) 9

16 (19) -8 (24)

(23)

a

12 ,More Than
Years 12 Years

%r (N) % (.1) '

16 (69) Ii -(19)

.

9 (69) 16 (19)

10 (69) 32 419)

4 (69) 11 (i6)

16, (69) 16 (19)
11

Ai

0 7
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TABLE 6

_
PROPORTIONS OF STUDENTS WHO RECEIVED COUNSELING ANDAILUIDANCE HELP FROM SCHOOLS

AND PROPORTIONS WHO REPORTED A NEED FOR MORE HELP BY AGE

Type of Counseling.

Help in deciding interests
and occupational goals

*

Help in determining the
suItability of interests
and occupational goals

Help in determining training
needs and courses that
should betaken

,

.--

Received Help Needed Additional Help

%

-

18-29

Years

(N)

30 Years

or Mord '

% (N) %

149
Years

(N)

30 Years
or More

% (N)

..!1

,

---

,

30

35

59

40

16

(69)

(69)

(69)

8)

- 16)

18

33

41,*

52

52

16

.

t

(44)

(43)

(44)

(44)

(43)

:

13

12

12

21

6

"de

(69)

(69).

(69)

(68)

(69)

.

%

16

.

,14,
omP.4b

1

:11

11 -

(44)

(43)
- t

(44)

(44) .

(42)

H elp in reviewing progress
In training

Personal counseling
.

N

I t

-alite
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TAB LE 7

PROPORTIONS OF STUDENTS WHO RECEIVED COUNSELING AND GUIDANCE HELP FROM SCHOOLS

AND PROPORTIONS WHO REPORTED A NEED FOR MORE HELP 8Y TYPE OF, SCHOOL ATTENDED

Type of Counseling

Received Help Needed Additional Help

"%

Public

(N)

Private

%. (N)

Public

(N) %

Private

(N),

Help-in deciding interests A
and occupational goals 22 (49) 28 (64) 18 ,(49) 11 (64)

i

'Help in determining the
- -4 IR

vit'ability.of interests
/

and occupational goals 29 (48) . 38, (64), 21 (48) ,7 {64)

-Help in determining training
needs and coursds that
shodid, be taken 71 (49) 45 (64) 8 (49) 14 164)

Help in reviewing progress .,,,..-
'...

In training 47 (49) 43 ""1"(63) : 10 (49) 22 (43)

Personal counseling 23 (48) 11 (64) 8 (48) ,5 , (64)

tot

t
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While only slightly more of the public school students than

those attending private schools reported a need for additional help,

the content areas in which students orthe two types of schools were

most likely to perceive unmet needs differed somewhat. -While almost

one-quarter of the public school studeflts reported a need for more

help in determining the suitability of their interests and occupational

goals, only 7 percent of those attending private schoOls reported such

a'need. Those in priyate,schools were more likely to perceive a need

for additional help in determining training needs and courses to be

taken and help in reviewing progress in training.

Voucher'Students and Autonomy. -- Although vouchering was

designed to promote decision-making by clients, there were, in fact

differing degrees of autonomy. Certain voucher participants chose

their own training occupations and institutions autonomously while

others had more help from the WIN staff. Of interest, is whether those

who made their own decisions needed mote assistance from their training

institutions than those who did not and whether thp autonomous voucher

participants felt their counseling and guidance needs were unmet more

often, than those Who received WIN staff assistance. We found that

those respondents who chose their own training occupations got Slightly

more help from their schools than those 4.1110 received direction from the

WIN staff. At least 37 percent of the students who made such a

decision autonomously received help in either deciding their interests

and occupational goals or determining the suitabill'ty of such interests

and goals or both, while only 27 perceAt of those who did not make,

occupational decisions autonomously received such help (Table 8). As

WIN does not help in determining specific courses to qe taken, it is

not surprising that an equal proportion of autonomous andnonautonomous..

students received counseling in this area. Both groups of students

were equally satisfied with the amount of counselin5 and guidance tiley

received; in only one area, help in reviewing progress in training,
4

were the autonomous students proportionately less satisfied.

In addition to choice of occupation, vouchers were also'designed

to promote client choice of institution. But again, ill, fact, clients

Could be dichotomized into those who made their own decision apd those

who'received assistance from the WIN staff. We found that those who

A
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TABLE 8

PROPORTIONS OF STUDENTS WHO RECEIVED COUNSELING AND GUIDANCE HELP FROM SCHOOLS
AND PROPORTIONS WHO REPORTED A NEED FOR MORE HELP'

4. BY CHOICE OF TRAINING OCCUPATION
8

..

Received Help weeded Additional Help

. ,

YYPq4.of Counseling

4

Chose Own
Training,

-Occupation

% (N) ,

Did Not

Choose. Own

Training)

Occupation

% (N)

.

,

_

Chose Own
Training

Occupation

% e (N)

,

Did Not

Choose Own
Training
Occupation

% (N)

.

4

41

CO
I

..,

',

Help in deciding interests .
-, ,

'' --

, t

and occupational goals 27 (83) 23 (Ye) 15 (83) 13 '(30)

Help in determining the
suitability of interests
and occupational goals 37

.

(82)

.

27 (30)

v

11 (82) 17 (30.)

71

Help in determining training
P

needs and courses that
---(30)

..

should betaken 57 (83) 57 12 (83) . 10 (30)

Help in reviewing progress
'in training.. 48 (82) 37 (30) 22\ (82) 3 '(30) il

A /

Personal counseling ' 16 (82) 17 (30) ,' 7 \ (82) 3 , my

.1



did not chose their own training institution received slightly more

counseling and guidance relating to occupatiOnal choicetnen ad those

who were autonomous (Table 9); Perhaps they were still not convinced

hey were in the ".Fight" field. Those that were autonomous however,

received more guidance in areas related to training needs, courses and

progress. Equal proportions of autonomous and nonautonomous students

received personal counseling. Generally autonomous resporidents did not

report.a greater need for additional counseling than thaptreported by

nonautonomous respondents. -)

lt,would be possible for a few disaffected individuals to

express needs'for counseling in each of the five questions asked about

that,..l.o this way, a very few individuals could account-for most .of

the apparent lack of counseling. This was not the case, however. There

were d_tbtal of 69 responses indicating a need for more counseling of

one kind or another. AT it ternecrout, these were made- by-40.1ndividuals

(or 35%. of the respondents). Thps, While only a minority of the respon-

dents felt a lack of guidance which they thought.the schools should have

given them, the existence of such feelings was more than simply a

reflection orthe responses of a few disgruntled individual's.

Although thdita suggest that more'Often than riot counseling

Pneeds were met, they clearly were not fully met. The efTe%ti-of these

unmet needs on students, aining satisfaction and their training com-

pletion will' be examined thoroughly in subsequent chapters'ln this,

report.

"
Placement §ervices

A majority of the, voucher clients neither asked for nor receive&

placement assistance from their training institution (Table f0). While

35 percent of the respondents did receive Some placement help, only

10 percent asked for assistance but did not receive 'any,: the
.

students who did not ask for any assistance, the majoritlead not,yet.

completed their training or had dropped out of it: A number,of other,

reasons for not asking for assistance were given. Most notably 51er-

cent of the students were outof the labor force; 6 percent of the
, ,

students already'bad jobs; and 4 percent of the students drd not know

that placement services were available (Tore 11).

4



k TABLE

PROPORTIONS OF,STUDENTS WHO R'EalVED"COUNSELING AND GUIDANCE HELP FROM SCHOOLS AND PROPORTIONS

WHO REPORTED A NEED FOR MORE HELP BY CHOICE OF TRAINING INSTITUTION

. Type Of icnsel i ng

Received He'lp

Chose 'Own

Training 4.

Institution

Did Not
Choose Own
Training
Institution

Needed Additional

Did Not

- Chose Own Choose Own

Training 'Training

Institution I nsti tuti on

134% (N) - % (N) (N) °Z.

Help in deciding interests,
and occupational goals

Help in determining the
suitability of interests
and occupational goals. .

Help in determining training
needs and courses that
should be taken

.-- .

_Help in reviewing progresr7*--
in trainingv.

Personal counseling , . c . .

24

33

59

"48

19

',

(95)

(94)1

(95)

(94)

(94)-

31 -

:4a

44

',25

; 191,

(16)

(16)

{16)

As k-

"(16)

(16)

)

14

14

.

li

18

6,

(95)

(94)

(95)

0(94)

(94)

19

.,,
6

19

13 \

6

te*

-

(16)

P6) .
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TABLE 10 /-
RESPONDENTS' RECEIPT OF'PLACEMENT ASSISTANCE FROM SCHOOLS

' (In Percentages)

Respondents: . Voucher

Received placement help. 35

Asked for, but did not receive placement help. 10

Neither asked for nor got placement help . . . 55

Total: %

(N)

100

(113)

TABLE II

REASONS FOR NOT ASKING FOR PLACEMENT ASSISTANCE
(In Percentages)

Reasons Voucher

N.S.!Ibtotali Didn't Ask For Help 55

Didn't complete trainlnga

Already.had a job

Wasn't looking for work at the time

.28

6

5

Was ,looking fOr work on my own 4

WIN counselor said he/she would help 2

Didn't know placement services were
available 4

Heard the placement services were
not helpful, thought it would be
a Waste of tiOlt - 3

Other. , 3

Subtotal: Asked For Help d. 45

Total: % 100

(N)

aInCludes "still in training' and "dropped out of.*

training' before completion.
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Voucher Participants and Their Training Occupations.- -

Respondents inikervice training occupation's were more likely to haver

received plibe'ment assistance than respondents in any other training

occupation. Fifty-three percent of those in service training ocelipa-

rionk received ,psistance while only 20 to 35,percent of those in other

training occupations got any help (Table 12)4 A relatively large pro-
,

portion (27%) of students in blue collar training occupations asked

for, but did not receive placement help. Only 4 to 7 pahent of those

in other training occupations found that they asked for but did not

receive such assistance. Students in blue collar,and service training

occupations were the most likely to want placement assistance, while

only a very small proportion pf students with professional, technical

or administratiVe training occupations wanted such assistance.

TABLE 12
.

RESPONOENTP RECEIPT OF PLACEMENT ASSISTANCE FROM SCHOOLS
BY TRAINING OCCUPATION

(In Percentage0

Professional,

Respondents: Technica.l, Clerical Blue'Collar Setvice

ar4 Admiriistrative

Received placement help...

Asked for, but did, not

21 35 32 53

receive placement help.. 7 4 27 6

Neither askEd for nor
got placement help 71 t 61 41 41

' Total % 99 100 100 100

(N) (14) (57) (22) (17)

While the primary reason respondents did not ask for placement

help was because they had not completed their training, there were pro-

portionately more students*irr professional, technical, administrative

or clerical training occupations who had dropped out of training Qr

were not ye
if
t finished. Fourteen percent of, the professional students

wHo did not ask for assistance were ngt lopking fonwork, a much
,

larger proportion than in any other training occupation (Table
.
13).

7, 2
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TABLE 13

REASONS FOR NOT ASKING FOR PLACEMENT ASSISTANCE BY TRAINING OCCUPATION

(In Percentages) i

.
,

Rasons:

Jot .
c, Professional, O-

.,' Technical, C leri 41 B lue -.Col ler Service

'Administrative -...

Subtotal: . Dn't Ask For Help '' 71 61 ' .4 41 '/.t1
.. .

Didn't complete traininga '36? 35 14 .- 18

Already had a job i''''
- 9

. ,12

Wasn't looking for work at the fame 14 5 4'
,,,

Was looking for work on my own
.

7 '. 2 % 14 - ....,

1 .
WIN Counselor said he/she would help... 3 - .,

Ddn't know placement sen(ices y4ere
available 7

Heard the placement services were
not helpful, thought it would be

a waste of time

4. Other,
k

Subtotal'. ,Asked For Help 28 : 39 , 59 04 59 `
,

4

2 4

Total %
(N)

99 too 99 0 " IQ)

(.11.) (57) - 122) . (17) ..

aincludes "still in training" and "dropped out of training" before completioO

;41

4
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Almost all of the students with service training occupations who did

not ask,for placement assistance did not do so because they already

had a job, while those with blue collar training occupations were

looking on.thejr own. Those with cler'iCal training occupations'gavg

a wide variety-of reasons wh'y they had not aJed for blacement help.

Eliminating those students still in training or those who dropped oti,

a prirpary,reason for not asking for assistance was because the respon-
%

dent already had a job. '

Male andFemale Students.--Male students Were just as likely

to receive placement assistance from their training institution as

`Are female studen4. Thirty-six percent of the male enrollees and.

38percent of the female enrollees said they received such assistance

'(fable 14).#

0 UBLE 1-14

l'IltSPONDENTS' RECEIPT `0F PLACEMENT ASS1$TANCE FROM SCHOOLS BY SEX
(In Percentageg)

#. Respondents:,..; e't Male Female

.

Received placement help 36 38

Asked fdr, but did not ,recs.eive placement help.,, 16 7

Neither asked-foi'-'nor got placement help 48 55
Y.

Total Yo 100 100

(N), (25) .(88)

0.

,

The male sttMents were slightly more likely to want placement :;-ssis-

tance, 52 percent of the male students putonly 45 percent of the
144

female students had 'asked for it. Of the 48 percent of the male

students, and the 55 percent of the female students who peither asked

for nor received placement as-si.stance, a majprity of these had either

dropped thffir training orliad not yet completed it". A number of othef

reasons 'for not asking for assistance were given (Table 15). Most

.notably7 percent ofthe.female students were out of the labor

force at the time 612tt none of'the male students were: Also of
.

-
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particular interest was the fact that 12 percent of the male students
-;;_.

were looking fora job on their
;

own while only 2 percent of the female

students Were.

TABLE 15

,REASONS FOR NOT &KING FOR PLACEMENT ASSISTANCE BY SEX

(In Percentages)

Reasons Male Female

Subtotal': Didn' -t Ask For Help '

, 20

4

48
.

30

7

:7

55
,

Didn.'"E complete traininga

Already htd a job ,,

Wasn't looking for work at the timel.

Was looking for work on my own 12 2

WIN counselor said he/she would yelp ?

Didn't know placements services were

available 4 3 -

"Heard the placement services were
not helpful, thought it would be

a waste ofAtime 4 2

WOW
Other 4 2 10.

Subtotal: Asked For Help 52 45

, Total -10--`7- 100 100'

(N) (25) (88)

alncludes "still n training' and "dropped out of training'

before completion.

Voucher Participantsliwith Different Educational Levellt.--

Resnondtrits with 12 years of educatidn,were more likely to have

received placement assistance from their training,instijakis. Those

with more than 12 years of .education were the leaskely to

received placemerh assistance primarily because a Very large proportion'

did ilotwant any. 'Seventy-nine percent of those with more than 12

years of edutation neither asked fo1nor received placement help.

A.
..11_

I
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,
Those with 12 years of education were both more likely to want assis-

tance and the most likely to have received it (Table'16).

TABLE 16

RESPONDENTS' RECEIPT OF PLACEMENT ASSISTANCE FRDM SCHOOLS BY EDUCATION
(In Percentages)

Respondents:
Less Than
12 Years

Received placement h4lp 29 42 16

Asked for, but did not
receive placergent help. 8 11 5

Neither asked for nor, got
.° placement help 63 47 79

12 More Than

Years 12 Years

Total %
(N)

10D. 1DD 100

(24) A (66) (19) .

, /
Again for each educational group the main reason given for nat

asking for assistance was that they had not completed their training

(Table 17). Considering the other reasons mentioned there were some

interesting differences beteen those with more than 12 years of eduda=

Lion and the rest of the respondents. Whereas only 2 to 4 percent of

the rest of the respondents did not ask for assistance because they

were looking for jobs on their pwn, 16 percent, of the more educated

respondents gave this as'their reason, for not asking for placement '
:7

help. ,Similarly,.Similarly, 16 perceint of the more educated respondents said

they were not looking for work at the time while only 3 to 4 percent

of those with less education made this_claim. A larger proportion of

tithe moreintr d respondents did not know placement service; were

available. %Ala ever ithe reasons there were considerable differences

in the proportion of students receiving placement assistance.

'7% In laterlsections of this report, we will attempt to-evaluate

the effect of sych placement assistance on early labor force behavior.
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TABLE 17

REASONS FOR NOT ASKING FOR PLACEMENT ASSISTANCE BY EDUCATION

(In Percehtages)

Reasons
Less Than
12 Years

,I2

Years
More Than
12 Years

Subtotal: Didn't Ask For Help

38

4

4

4

63

.

.

26

9

3

2

47 79

.26

16

16

Didn't complete traininga

Already had a job t.

Wasn't looking for work at the time..

Was looking for work on my own
4A -

WIN counselor said he/she would help, r 3 -

DiOn't know placementitervices were t

available.. .% 4 .. 2 1 1.

Heard the placement services were
l not helpful, thought it would be

a waste of time 9 1 1

\.

Other - - 1 10

Subtotal: Asked For Help 3J 53 21

TotSl % 100 100 100

(N) , (24) (66) (19)

alnclocles "still in training' and "dropped outsef training" -

before completion.

Voucher Students and.Tpe of School Attended.6-Overall, the

'Students enrolled in private schools were more likely than those in

public schools to have received placement 'assittance from their schools;

42 percent of the enrollees in private schools and 25 perceht of those

in public schools said they, received such assistance (Table 18).

Apparently,'the students in private sclicipls were more likely

to want lacement assistance, 54'percent of the private school students

but only 31 percent of the public school students had asked for it.

The public schools come, off somewhat better than:the private schoot,,

with only 6:percent of 'their students being denied the help they aske41

Durthing, p. 9, fn. I.

A
A
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TABLE 18
A
±

°

RESPONDENTS', RECEIPT OF PLACEMENT' ASSISTANCE FROM SCHOOLS

BY TYPE OF SCHOOL ATTENDED
d (In Percentages)

Respondent s:
1 Public . Private

Received placeMent Relp 25 42

Asked for, but did not receive placement help. . - 6 r 12

Neither asked for nor got placementthelp% . : . 68 45,

Total 6 99 99

(N) (47) (64)

for compared to 12 percent in the 'private schools. As seen above,

68 percent of the public school and 45 percent of the private school

students neither asked for nor received placement assistance. Some of

these had not asked for such assistance because they had not finished

training (34% of the public school students and 23% df those in private

schools Kad either dropped out or were still in training). Even elimi-

nating these, public school students were less likely than those in

private schools to have asked for help in getting a job, by a Wto 71

percent margin. A number of other reasons for not Asking for assistance

were given by the remaining people (Table 19). Most notably, If percent

of the-public sChoO) students and 2 percent of those in private schools

were out of the labor force, 9 percent of the public school students and

'5 percent of those in private schools already had jobs; and 6 percent of"

the public school and 2 percent of the private school students did not

krIow that Placement services were available.

It is our impression'from the data described in this-section

as well as from.oUr observations during visits to the schools in

Portland that the differences in the ways in which the two types of

schook tended to structure and view the role of placement services

had much to do with differences in the extent of usage by students.7

7Dunning and Unger, p. 9, fn: 2.

f
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TABLE 19

REASONS FOR NOT ASKING FOR PLACEMENT ASSISTANCE
BY TYPE 9F 'SCHOOL ATTENDED

(In Percentages)

Reasons Public . Private '

Subtotal: Didn't Ask For Mblp

34

68

23

45

Didn't complete traininga ,

Already had a job. 5

Wasn't Iookihg for work a4 the time II 2

Was looking for work onimy own 4 5

WIN counselor said he/she would, help.
.

3

Didn't know placement services were
available 6 2 .

Heard the placement services were
nothelpful, thought it would be
a waste of time 2

J

3

Other , 2 2

Subtotal: Asked For Help 31 54

Total % 99 99
(N) (47) - (64)

.% 1

4:0cludes "still in training" and "dropped out of'training"

before completion..
.

Shortcomings of Schools.--We asked the voucher participants if

they had encountered one or more of six "bad experiences" sometimes

encountered by people in vocational training (Table 20). Overall only

minorities of sturt)ents had encountered any of the six experiences.

Looking at the grOup as a whole, the most common complaint was that the

school exaggerated chances of getting a job at the eqd of the training,

and that the school gave training unrelated to the training occupation.

Of interest was whether subgroups of students evaluated their training,

schools and experiences similarly.

41..
J.

k
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TABLE 20

PROPORTIONS OF RESPONDENTS4REPORTING VARIOUS
UNDESJRABLE CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOLS

UhdesirSble Characteristics

Voucher

% (N)

School advertised or promised training
it did not give

Schdol exaggerated chances of getting
a'job at the end of training

10

24

(113)

(112)

School gave training unrelated'to the
training occupation 24 (113)

School used outdated equipment 15 ;,(113),

School gave training for which the student
was unprepared or for which the
student didn't have the necessary
background 17 (113)

School pave training in material
student already knew or which

was too elementary 21, (113)

Voucher Participants and Their Training Occupations.--Students

with blue collar training occupations (who were aLso more likely to be

men) were more likely to.have hadnegati,ve experiences with their

training institutions than were student's enrolled for any other training

occupations. Twenty-five percent felt unprePared without the necessary

background for training. trable 21), None of the blue Colgar students

felt that they had received training in material which they already knew

or which was too elementary. At the same time 13 percent felt that the

school had advertised or promised training it did not give.

Students with service training occupations were considerably

less likely to have had negative experiences with their training _

1nst4tutions. Those with professional, technical, administrative and

_clerical training occupations all seemed to have had similar experi-

ences with their training institutions. Larger proportions of these

students felt that their training institutions had given them training



,
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TABLE 21

PROPORTIONS OF RESPONDENTS REPORTING VARIOUS UNDESIRABLE CHARACTERISTICS
OF SCHOOLS BY TRAINING,OCCUPATION

Undesirable Characteristics

Professional,.
-.

Technical, Clerical Bide Collar Service

Administrative -

% (N) % (N) %, (N) % (N)

to

School advertised or promised training

it did not give

School exaggerated chances of getting
a job at the end of training- . .

School gave trainingunrelated to the
training occupation

.School used outdated equipment.

School gave training for which the student
was unprepared or for which the student
didn't have thenecessary background

School gave training in material Studeht
already knew or Which.was tod elementary.

-

29

36

14

14

21

(14)

(14)

.(I4)

(14)

(14)

(14)

t.

7

21

30

18

18

30

(57)

(56)

(57)

(57)

(57)

(57)

13

29

17

17

.

25

-

(24)

(24)

(24)

(24)

(24)

(24)

II

22

6

6

6

22

.(18)

(18)

(4)

(18)

(18)

(18)

0

4 C)
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unrelated to their occupatibn than did students with either blue
1.

collar or service, training occupations.
, -

Hale and.Female Participants.: -With only one exception,8

larger proportions of male students than female students had negative

experiences in their training institutions (Table 22). Most notably,

24 percent of the male trainees (but only 15% ofthe female, trainees)

felt that the school gave training for which they were u prepared and

for whic) they did not have the necessary background, early identical

proportions of male and female students felt that -11 es,c..)ools gave

training in material that they already knew or whi h was too elementary

for them.
/

Voucher Participants with Different Education Levels.--Those

with less than 12 years of education were considerably more likely to

have had negative experiences than were'those with moue education
.

(Table 22). Twenty-five percent of the students with less than 12

years-of education claimed that the school ggve training for which

I they were unprepared while only 13'percent of those With' 1`2 year of

education and 16 percent of those with more than I2-years of education

made this claim. Thirty-three percent. of these students said that

their schools exaggerated chances of getting a job at the end of.train4

ing, while only 22'percent of those with 12 years of education and

21 percent of those with more than 12 years of education encountered

his. A smaller proportioh of less educated students found that their

school gave training in material that they already knew or which was

too elementary for them. Those with more educa/ionwere less likely

to encounter bad experiences. .

Voucher Students sand Type'of School Atteoded9 --One of the

charges frequently levelled agbinst private vocational schools is that

they do not fulfill the explicit or implicit promises they make to

potential students.. Our data suggest that, in comparison with public

schOols, there is some merit in these charges. None of the respondents

who attended public schools but 14 percent of those who had been in

gc .

L.

8A larger proportion of female, students felt /hat_their school

gave training unrelated to their,training occupation

90unning, P. 9, fn. 1.
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TABLE,21
r

PROPOBTI ONSi OF RESPONDENTS REPORTING VARIOUS UNDESIRABLE CHARACTERISTICS
OF SCHOOLS BY SEX AND EDUCATION

. r

i

!lades i rap I C aracteri sti cs Male

% (N)

Female
,

% (N)

School advertised or promised
training it did not give. . .

School exaggerated chances of
getting a job at the end of
training , r

-.N

School lave training unrelated
occupation..

1

Schcio used outdated equipment. .
,

,, -
School gave training for which

the student was unprepared or
for which the student didn't
have the necessary background .

- 1 .

School gave training in material 0
student already knew br which ,

was too elementary 410:
,

12

28

16.

24

24
,

.20

(25)

4(25)

(25)

(25)

(25)

&*:,-

_.,..,(25)
.

,

-
\
4

9

23

26

13

15
0

22

/

(88)

b .
(87)

(818)

(88)

(88) :

(8g),,,
75

% e

LeesThan
Years

% (N)
4010

13 (24)

33' (24)

, 29 (24)

0., (24),

25 (24)

6 (69) 5 (19)

22 ,(68) 21 (19)._

to the training 22 (69).1. 26 (19)

13- (69) 5 (19)
.

I

13 (69) < ' (19)

12 More Than.
Years 12 Years 4

% ,(N) % (N)

. #
-.

.../ izr (24y 22. (69) - 21 (19)

,.
007

't
re . . .; ,,RS,........

Y
I. .1
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private schools, said that their schoolsadvertisedOr'promiied-train-

ing that was not giveri. Further, pnly 8 peIrcent of the Public school

students, but 36 percent of thop in private schools, said that their

schools exaggerated the chances of getting a job at the end of training

' (Table 23).

TALE 23,

PROPORTIONS OF RESPONDENTS REPORTING VARIOUS-
UNDESIRABLE CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOLS '

BY TYPE OF SCHOOL ATTENDED

Undesirable Characteristics

Public Pribvale

% % (N)

School advertised or promised
training it did not give .t (49) 14 (64),

School exaggerated chances of
getting" a job at the end ofi

7

training 8 (49) 36 (63)

School gave training unrelated
to the training.occupation 24 (49) 23 r641

School used outdated equipment 6 (49) 22 (64)

School gave training for which
o.

the student was unprepared or
for which the student didn't

T. have the necessary baCkground 18 (49 16, (64)

ImOk

School gave training in material'
student already knew or which ..

was too elementary 18 (49) 23' (64)

The fact that' over one-third of the private school students felt that

their schools had exaggerated employmeWopportunities suggests that

the private schools too often do succumb to the pressure to sell' their

training. -

' A third area'in which the private schools were, at a noticeable

disadvantage as viewedby, the students Has in the equipment used in

training. Private school students were markedly more likely thah those

b



in public schools to say that they had encountered outdated equipment

in their training.

Just under one-quarter of the students in each type of school

said that they encountered training that was unrelated to the occupa-

tion for which they were preparing. Students.in,the two types of

schools also were quite similar, in the proportions who said that

training was not commensurate with their preparation and background- -

either not up to the student's level of preparation, 04 beyond it."
_Voucher Participants with Differing Detirees of Autonomy.- -

Neither those students who case their own training occupation nor

those who did not had more negative encounters with their tra,ining'',

institutions (Table 24). Proportionately more of those who were not

autonomous felt unprepared for their training. However, proportion-

ately fewer of those who were.not autonomous repotted that their

schools gave training unrelated to their training occupation,
4

Interestingly, those students who chose their own training

institution were considerably more likely to have had negative exPeri-
.

ences with their schools than'those who did not. Larger proportions

ofthose who were, autonomous felt that the school advertised or

promised training it did not give, exaggerated chances of getting a

job at the end of training, used outdated equipment, and gave training
..

for which they did npt have the necessary background.10 However,

e,nearly identical proportions of autonomous and nonautonomous students'

felt that their school gave training in material already known or

which was too elementary. .

Qublity of Instruction. -- Overall, voucher participants felt

thgt,their instructors were knowledgeable, good teachers and concerned

individuals (Tables 25-27).

I°This was one Of the early feais of giving complete autonomy

to WIN participants. However, the full effects (if any)' of this on'

dropping out of training and early labor force behavior most be
analyzed to evaluate the effects of autonomy.

06

%r

4
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TABLE, 24

PROPORTIONS OF RESPONDENTS REPORTING VARIOUS UNDESIRABLE'CHARACTERISTICS

"OF SCHOOLS, BY A4NONOMY OF CHOICE IN SCHOOL AND OWIPATION

Undesirable Characteristics 1

School advertised or promised
training it did not give

School exaggerated chances of
getting a job at the end of

training

School. gave training unrelated

to 010 training-vttuOtion

tchool used outdated equipment

School gave training for which
the ftudent was unprepared or
for which the student didn't

have the necessary background

School gave training in material.-
student already kneW or which

was top elementary

Autonomy of Client

Chose
Own

School

% (N)

Did Not

Choose Own
School

% (N)

Chose Did Not

Own Cboose Own

",'Occupation Occupation

. % (N) % (N)

110 (95) - (16) 8 (83) . 7 (30)-

0.

27 (94) 13 (i6) . 27 (82) 17 (30),

24 (95) 25 ,(16) 27 (83) t7 (30)

- 17 (95) 6. (16) 12 (83) 23 (36

I'Lt. o

19 (95) 6 (J6) 15 6 (81}-----/5 (30)

21 (95) 25 (11) 24 (83) 13 (30)

.
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TABLE 25

..

.

.4,:r. RESPONDENTS' A, SESSHENTS OF INSTRUCTORS' .

KNOWLEDGE OF SUBJECTS
_,(In Percentages)

'

Voucher

Instructors, knew subjects well 80

Instructors kne%4 subjects some 17

Instructors knew subjectslittle

Total., f; 99
(N) (112)'

1 °

.

.RES,ONDENTS' ASSESSMENTS OF THE ABILIY
OF INSTRUCTORS AS TEACHERS

(In Percentages) .

TABLE.26

Voucher

Instructors were very good 54

Instructdrs were pretty good 36

InstructOis were poor 10
0 4

Total 04 100

(N) V (112)
40,

TABLE 27

RESPONDENTS' APPRAISALS OF TEACHERS' INTEREST
(In Percentages)

-.Voucher

Teachers were really interested 63

Teachers were somewhat interested. t 22

Teachers were not very'interested.. . 14

Total %
(N) "

)
IJ

99
(112)

0

3
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Voucher,Partiipants and Their Training Occupation. -- Though

students with service tfaining occupatibns felt their instructors were

interested arid concerned about thed, they also felt less positive

about their teaching ability than did'ttlose In other training occupa-

tions (Tables'28-30). Severileen percent felt they were poor instruc-
----)

tort as compared to 8 or 9 percent of those in other training

occupations.

Those with professional, technical or adminiWativetraining

occupations had the most positive image of their teachers' knowledge

of the subject and of their teaching abilliory though the differences

between the studefts with different,training'ocpupatiorts was small.

Male and Female Participants.--Male students were more

.satisfied that their instructors knew theirsubjects well (96%):,

Female student's were a little more conservafive.in their assessment
* .

(Table 31). Very few voucher ..tudents felt that their instructors

really did not know their subjects.,

Equal' proportionS of male andofemale students (appdoximately

1/2) thought their instructors were.ve7 good teacliers,(Tlble,32) with

a slightly larger- proportion of the'femaleAhan male studenti (8%)

feeling they wele"poor.

or Although a majority of all reiponents believed their teachers

to be interested inthemLas individualS', a slightly larger proportion

(8%) ofowombn than men believed their instructors. were not-very

interested in them (Table 3).'

NoucherPartiapants with Different EducatiOnal ,Levels.--

Respondents with 12 years of education felt most positive about their

'instructors. Eighty --four percent felt they knew
A

their subject well;.'-''well;.'-''

62.percent pported,jhey were very good teachers, and 68 percent said

they were concerned individuals (Tables'31-33).. Those students with

less education had a slightly less positive, image of their instructors.

"Mine percent felt they knew little of their su sect, were poor instruc-.

``tors and most notably, 26 percent felt.they re not very interested in

them (Tables 31-33). The differences in attitude 'will be thoroughly

pursued in subsequent sections of this repcirt.
4

1
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TABLE 28

RESPONCIENTi',ASSESSMENTS OF INSTRUCTORS' KNOWLEDGE OF SUBJECTS BY TRAINING OCCUPATION
(In Percentages)

Professional,
Technical, '

Administrative
Clerical Blue Collar Service

/... Instructors knew subjects well

'Instructors knew subjects some

81'

15

77 .

21

83

. 13

S 83

II
' Instructors knew subjects little. .

o

. . 2 4 6

100 100 100 100Total %
(N), (13) (57) (24),' (18)

e
TABLE 29

RESPONDENTS' ASSESSMENTS OF THE ABILITY OF INSTRUCTORS AS TEACHE'RS BY TRAINING OCCUPATION
4 (In Percentages) .

Professional.
Technicaljaa

Administrative
t

,r`

Clerical Service

Instructors .Ere re very Rood. . . 46 53 58 1
61

instructors.nere pret good. 46 \ 39 33 22

Instructors were poor 8 9 17

Total(' % ` 100 101 99 100

(N) (13) (57) (24) (18)

'41
i

0

TAla 30. ' \ A' I s .

RESPONDENTS' AP ISALS OF TEACHERS' INTEREST BY TRAINING OCCUPATION
(In Percentages) ,

Profdstional,
Technical, Clerical Blue Collar Service

Administrative

1

Teacherswere reatly interested.
f 54 63 63 72

TeaChers at Interested 31 19 25 27

Teachers were not very interested 4 . . 15 18 IS 6

' Total % 100 100 101 100

(N) (13) ' (57) (24) (18) . ek

AI
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TABLE 31

RESPONOENTS' ASSESSMENTS OF'INSTRUCTORS' KNOWLEDGE OF SUBJECTS BY
(In Percentages)

EDUCATION

Male Female
Less Than
12 Years

12

Years

More Than
12 Years

Instructors knew subjects well 1K 96 76 74 , 84 79

Instructors knew subjects some 22 17 r 15 21

Instructors isubjects little, . .
4 2 9

Total X 100 100 100 1000 100

(N) (25) (87) (23) (69) (19)

4

TABLE 32

RESPONDENTS' ASSESSMENTS OF THE ABILITY OF INSTRUCTOBS AS TEACHERS BY SEX ANO EDUCATION

/ (In Percentages). a

Hale

7

Female
Less Than

12 )ears

12

Years

More Than
12 Years,

Instructors were very goad. . . 56 54 44 62 ' 42

Instructors were pretty good
)

40 35
.

48 28 , '47

Instructors were poor ..... 4 12

,

.9

.

10 'II

Total 4 100 101 101 100' 100

(N) (25) (87) (23)% (69) (19)

TABLE 33
1

RESPONDENTS' APPRAISALS OF TEACHERS' INTEREST BY SEX AND EDUCATION
(In Percentages) '

male Female
Less Than
12 Years

12

Years

More Than
12 Years.

Teachers were really Interested . . . . 68 62 57 68 58 e

. Teachers were somewhat interested . . . 24 22 17 20 37

feacheLs were not very Interested . . . .8 16 26 12 5

Total 6 100 100 100 100 100

(N) (25) (87) (23) . (69) (19)

_. .

e
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Voucher Students ipaborrei of Schools Attended11.--Voucher

students enrolled in private schools gave their igstatuctors somewha

lower ratings in interest than did those in public schools (Table 36).,

The private school students were also less, likely,than those in public
.

schools to give their instructors high ratings on the instructors'

knowledge of their subjects (Table 34), as well as on their ability in

teaching .(Table 35).-
.

TABLE 34

RESPONDENTS' ASSESSMENTS OF INSTRUCTORS' KNOWLEDGE OF SUBJECTS
BY TYPE' OF SCHOOL

(In Percentages)

Public Private

, /
instructors 'Chew subjects well '92 71 '

N

instructors knew subjects some 8 , 24,
. /-

lnstructorl
:

knew subjects 5
'. i/

. ,. .

T'Total % 100 100

(N) (49) (63)

TABLE 35

RESPONDENTS' ASSESSMENTS OF TH E ABILITY OF INSTRUCTORS AS TEACHERS

'' BY TYPE OF SCHOOL
(In Percentages)

public Private

Instructors were very good

Instructors were pretty good

Instructors were poor,

Total %

IN)

. . .

ase

67

'31

2

44

4o

16

100 100

(49) (63)

4'4

11Dunning, 9, fn. 1., .

'Le
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.TABLE 6
.4

4e,

,RESPONDENTS' APPRAISALS,OF TEACHERS' INTEREST BY*TYPEOF SCI{OOL

(In Percentages)

Public Private

Teachers were really interested 78 52

6

Teachers were.somewhat interested 16 27

Teachers were not very interested. .4. . 6 21

Total % 100 100

(N) (49) (63)

While it js clear that the private school students did not rate

their instructors as highly ad did the public school stUdeaS, we

should also not that relatively few students in either type of school'

'saw their instructors as being really unqualified in the subject they

taught, or as poor teachers.

/

Summary and Conclusions
6

The majority of vduchered trainees who were enrolledip 4oca-

tional schools ..1.9 Portland had similar training experiences. Most

had a general interview with a staff member before being admitted to

the traintng institution tn.which they were interested. Inquiries were

made aBoLl't their earlier scbooling. They received some counseling and

guidance which was generally confined to help in determining train-

ing needs and courses which should be taken to train for selected

occupations. Most felt they did not 'need any lore help than they

rreived. The majority' did not ask for any placement assistance nor

did they receive any, primarily
becausethey-were either-sbiil in a

training program, had dropped their training entirely, lac- wereout Of

- the labor force. The majbrity had few "bad experiences" with their

'training institution, the worseheing that the schools exaggerated the

chances of getting a job at the end of training. They feittheir

instructors were knowledgeaele,:good teachers arld concerned and inter=

ested in their students. They were, for the most pajt, rather satisfied

with the training they received.

J

1
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However, there were some differences in the training experi-

encessAthe various subgroups ofoucher clients, Male students were

given*qess rigorous admissions screening than were female students,

They received Less counseling and.then found that their 'needs for

guidance were more often unmet. Though the male students were as

-likely as the female-students to receive placement assistance, they

were also more likely to want additional help. They encountered more

"bad experiences"with,their trains titutions, yet they assessed

their instructors more hig 1 eir ove 11 satisfaction with their

training was slightly lower than that of t e female students.

, ilhose with less than 12 years of ucation were not screened as

rigorously upon admission to training s were those with 12 years of

education., They received morecounselirig than those with more than

12 years of education and were more,satisfied that their needs for

,guidance and counseling were met than those with more educa,tion They

were considerably more likely to have had "bad experiences" with their

training institutions than those with more education. The0Were less

satisfied with their rlistAttors and overall training than those with

) more ee4cat+on.

r Students with 12 year's of education had a pore'rigoro;is admis-

sions screening. They were more'likely to have hadjAacement assistance.

These students had fewer "bad experiences" with their training institu-

tions than those with less education. They received the most counseling

and guidance and reported the smallest proportion of unmet needs. They

were satisfied with their instructors.

The most educated students Were not rigorously screened at,

admissiqp, received the least amount of counseling and had more unmet

-needs for guidance and counseling. However, tJey.had few "bad ,

experienbes".

The training experiences. of autonomous and non'autonomous

respondents were similar, thought those who chose their own training

occupation needed slightly more counseling and guidance than those who

did not. Even though they received more counseling than the honau,tono-

mous students, a slightly larger,Proportion.of autonomous students .

felt their needs were still unmet. The students who chose their own;
e. ,

a
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training institution also received slightly more counseling and guidance

than those who did not.

The training experiences of the younger and older students were

similar though the younger students received slightly more counseling .

than did the older one, and they felt a still greater need for.addil

tional.help
0

The training experiences of students were different depending

on their training occupation; Those with professional training had a

less rigorous screening at admissions: They received as much counsel-

ing and guidance as they requested. They tended not to want/or ask

for placement assistance. These students had a fair share of bad

encounters in-their training and though they ranked their instructors

highly, overall they were less satisfied with their training than were

thOse with other training occupations.

Those in blue collar training had less, rigorous screening at

admrssions as well. They,received less counseling thin they requested

and were more-likely to have their needs unmet, They were 1.4kely to ask

for placement help which they did not receive. They seemed to have had a

large..proOorOon of "bad experiences" with their training,Anstituttions.

Howeveritp4'students ranisid their instructors highly.

Students preparing for service occupations received a'rigorous

screening at admissions. They were the most 'likely to receive counseling

and guidance and the least likely to report such needs unmet. They were

.. likely to receive placemeTt services, and theyihad fewer_negative expetl-

'ences in training than those in other fields. Though they did hot rank

their instructors hi.gfilyin knowledge of subject and teaching ability,

4they did feel. they Ty 're cbncerded and interested in their students.

Students with clerical training occupations also had a rigorous
-

screening at admissions. They were more satisfied with the -amount of

guidance
?

and counseling they received than students with blue collar,

professional, technical or administrative training occupations. They

did encounter their fair share of "bad experiences" with their training
44'

institutions.

Despite variations of experience from one subgroup ofvouaered

trainees to another, the reader must remember however,' that,by and

large, most of the students had reasonably good experiences, in their

-11



training. Unfulfilled but perceived needs for guidance arid counseling,

denial of requested'placement assistance, bad experiences encountered

in training, low evaluations' of-instructors,{ and dissatisfaction with

the training'were, in general,.described by only rather small .minori-

ties of the students.

The implications of these different training experiences for

training satisfaction, training completion, and early labor fo'rce

behavior will be examined next.

O
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III. INITIAL TRAINING OUTCOMES: CLIENT SATISFACTION

AND TRAINING COMPLETION

' Phase I
of this longitudinal study" estab 'shed that WIN

clients will Accept the voucher and undertakeathe r sponsibklities

associated with it. They can make decisions on occupations andotrain-

ing institutions and can successfully hegotiate admission to training

institutions without agency intervention. It has also been established

that their decisions on occupation and training institutions are as

"reasonable" as the decisions made by participants in the 1973 regular ;,

WIN training program. There are, however, important additional consid-

rerations bearing on the feasibility of vouchers for training which go.

. Aeyond the issue and cominitmebt step's. In°order to assess/the relative

utility of vouchered training (which is necessary in order to reach a

/ decision on whether to'adopt a voucher optiori as an alternative method
e

of providing manpower training to 'disadvantaged clients), it is neces-

sary to examine he rflative .satisfaction vouchered and norivouchered

clients.had with their training, 'relative training completion rates

among vouchered and nonvouthered clients, labor force participation

rates, and oc upational destinations of the employed trainees. This

chapter will deal with two of these ,raining outcomes.. satisfaction

'with the training received, and training completiOn.

-

1

lb

1 Bryce B. Dunning, Occupational Choices nd Vocational School

-Selections: Experiences with the Portland WiN V ucher Training Program

(Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc., DeCeMber,

1976).

2Ann Richardson and Laure M. Sharp, The Feasibility of

Vouchered Training in WIN: Report on the First Phase of a Study

(Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Social Science Research, inc., DeCember,

1974).
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A. Training Satisfaction' r

Since training satisfaction is a crucial link in the hypothet-

ical chain between institutional training and enhanced employSbility,

we must consider it both for vouchered and regular WIN participants.

Comparing vouchered to regular clients will not only allow U5 to assess

the impact of training satisfaction on subsequent labor forcle:experi-ek

ences, but will also allow us to distinguish between the effects of
,

training satisfaction and satisfaction with the decision-making process.

4
Major Hypothesis and Related Findings

Although WiN clients are neither trained counselors nor experts

on the job market, they may knowtheir own interests and ealents.as

YeP

well, as or bettor than anyone else. It is reas nable to hypothesize

that they ar 'therefore capable of making deesions about training

occupations and training institutions that are as judicious as [dose

made by the WIN,staff. =In fact, the overall occupational choices of

voucher recipients resembled quite closely thOse of the regular par-

ticipants in institutional training, and 90 percent of all the respon-

dents attended the same 20 training institutions:4 It remains to be

seen, thought whether the training was equally satisfying. For

purposes of analysis then, the following null hy.pothesis is proposed:

3All respondents were asked:
How satisfied are you with the training you got?

0 =Very Satisfied
I = Somewhat Satisfied ,

2 = Not Very Satisfied
3 - Not Satisfied at All

The categories used for both distribution tables and regression analyses
were as follows:

0 = Satisfied

- 1-3 = Not Satisfied
Collapsing in this manner, which was dictated by the heavy concentration
at the "satisfied" end, has introduced a,conservative bias into our
analysis. By and large, we will be talking about those who were very
satisfied with theft training, meaning, those coded 0 on the training

satisfaction question.

4
See Dunning, page 77, tn. I, p. 47 of this report.
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There will be no significant difference
in the proportion of vouchered andpon-

.
vouchered WIN clients in insti,tetrOnal
training that report satisfaction with
'their training.

Most W11.4 participants responding to the survey were satisfied

with th it training. We found virtually no difference in the propor-

tion ucher and regular respondents that reported satisfaction

with heir institutional training. While 79 percent of the conven-
J

ti.9nal WIN participants.mere satisfied with their training, 80 percent

of the voucher recipients reported satisfaction as well.

' When we pooled the data to exam' the effect of system (voucher

or regular) on-training satisfaction (see Appendix F, Table F-1 for

results), we found that what at the gross level was a negligible dif-

ference in satisfaction with training (79% of the regulars,and 80% of .

the vouchers), spreads out once minor differences in group tompositioq,

are taken/into aacount.5 We find that the estimated proportion of

regular participants satisfied with their training is 83 percent while)

the estimated proportion of the vouchered trainees is 76 percent,

While there is more of a spread and direction has reversed, there sti',11

remains no significant difference in the proportion of vouchered and

nonvouchered WIN clients in institutional training that report' satis-

faction with their training.6 We tAerefore cannot reject the null

hypothesis.

Although the proportion of v ucheAnd regular WIN participants

expressing satisfaction with their aining is not significantly

different, it remains to be seen if articular trainee characteristics

are associated ith training satisfactt for both the voucheredeand

norOotichelled s stems. Which characteristics affect the two systeMs

similarly? Whi h characteristics affect the two systems 'differently?

411P.

5The technique used for this p.ti"pose was multiple_regressicin
analysis, which provides estimates orthe effects of selected variables

independent of the effects of all other yariables in the regression

model, on the probability of being satisfied with training. For a more

complete discussion of this technique, see Appendix F.

6A z test was Used to test the significance of differences

between proportions. It was not significant at the .05 level.

Ir
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This kind of information wi H help in ultimately designing a system
which better satisfies the needs of the various subgroups which in the

aggregate constitute the WIN clientele.

Factors That Appear to InfTuence
Satisfaction Simi larly in the Vouchered"
and Regular Systems (Voucherinq Did Not
Make A Difference17

The two WIN systems offer the clients di fferent'experiences.

However, the data suggeSt that certain characteristics influence the
training satisfaction of clients similarly regardless of system. This

section will look at such characteristics.
Education.--The less educated WIN participants, those with

less than 12 years of education, were'considerably less satisfied with
their institutional training than were the more educated participants
(Table 37).

) - TABLE 37

s THE INFLUENCE OR EDUCATION Oil TRAINING SATil SFACTI
'(In Percentage's)

Estimated Proportion Satisfied
With Training

Voucher Regular'

All 80 79

LesEhan 12 years 61 71

12 years 85 82

More than, rz'years. 85 82 ,

aAppcZndix F, Table F-1 prelents the,fyll,regression
results for voucher and regular recipients.

7lncluded are all deeiatiOns from the grand pear) that are in
the same direction even if the absolute values of the regression
coefficients are not the same. For example, since both voucher clientE.
and regular clients with less than 1.2 years of education have a regres-
sion coefficient of -19 and -6 they will be included here even though
there is an II percentage point different t in the estimated proportion
of oucher and regular individuals With 1N than J2 rears of education.

6-0
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This appears to be true regardless of system, and raises.thequestion

of whether the less educated WIN)respondents are "falling through the

slats?" 'Is institutional tratntg Only for the educationally dilite7-

&e.
'The data on autonomy suggest .46t. We need to wait and look at the

consequences of tral,ning, i.e., completion and labor force participal

tion. Perhaps the reasons for these differences.by educational level

lie with the schools.

Voucher respondents with less than,.12 years of education

reported being.less.satisfied with their'instructors and instruction

than respondents with 12 years or more of education. While 52 percent

of the less educated vouches clients said they were dissatisfied with
.

their teachers, 33 percent of the more edu ated made such claims

(Table 38).
%./

TABLE 38

0 COMPARISONIOF°THE PROPORTION OF VOKHER(PARtICIPANTS-MENTIONING
THEIR SATISFACTION PR IISSATISFACTiON

WITH EACH ITEM BY EDUCATION 40%

(Percent Mentioning)a

Items'Mentioned
Less Than
12 Years Years

12 More Than
12 Years

Satisfaction

4 Good instructors /instruction 25 37 44

Liked,subject matter 46' '' 35 33

Liked parti-cular class 29 ° 34 17

Practical work application 13 ....., 24 17

Liked entire program V 31 22>

Good persolial'support 8 25 17

Dissatisfaction

Poor instructors /instruction '.52 25' 33

Workload too difficult 13 23 17

Learned nothing new 4 3 6

Disliked spedific course, p
/

17 28 6

Facilities lacking, E
7 11

No practical work applicat,ion 1.8; 4 fl

Disliked entire progfbm 8 - 3 22

No personal attention, 22 9 II

(N) (23) (69) (18)

aMultiple responses were permitted.

o
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Less educated voucher and regular respondents were also more likely to

complain about the lack of personal attention they were given at the

schools (Tables' 38 and 39). It is likely that these respondents

needed more attention than the more educated and not that they got less.

The data in Tables 38 and 39- S'uggest some reasons for the

lower levels of satisfaction repbrted by the less educaied. respondents.

They had given their teachers lower ratings (Table 33) and they had

reported "bad expdriences"*More often than better educated clients

(Table 22). Although they had actually received proportionately more

counseling and guidanCe service than better educated clients, a sizeable

numbeemtf them (Table 5) expressed the need for more such services.

TABLE 39
.

COMPARISON OFiCHE PROPORTION OF-REGULAR PARTICIPANTS MENTIONING
THEIR SATISFACTION OR DISSATISFACTION . .

/ WITH EACH ITEM BY EDUCATION'
(Percent Mentioning)a

Items Mentioned
Less Than 12 Mord Than

12 Years Years ,12 Years

Satisfaction
. .

Good instructors/instruction w' 25 22

Liked 'subject matter 19 29

Liked particular class -3 7
Practical work application 17 23

Liktd entire program 22 28

Good personal support 6 9

Distatisfactivi
/

Poor instructors/instruction 8 12

Workload too difficult 22 . 7

Learned nQthirrg new.. . 6 5
Disliked specific course 3 2

facilities lacking - - 2

No practical workapplkatian., 8' 10

Disliked tore program 6 ..- 7

No persona ttention:, 11 - 6

(N). (36) .' (82)

0

a Multiple resp nses-livere permitted.

4

6
or.
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Type of School Attended, -- Respondents attending public schools

were considerably more likely'to be satisfied with theirvinstitutional

training than were respondents who attended private schools (Table 40).

. TABLE 40

THE INFLUENCE OF TYPE OF SCHOOL ATTENDED
0 TRAINING SATISFACTION°

(In Pqrcenlages)

Estimated 5-roportion Satisfied

With Training

Vou,dher: ' Regular

. 'All '' . 80 79
....

Public school 92 91

Private school. . . , . 70 71

4 appendix F, Table F-1 presents the fill regression
results for voucher and regular recipients. -

- .

In Chapter II of this report, weexamined the training experi-.

ences of the voucher,clients. We do not have complete information for

students who were in the conventional WIN system. Howyer, since 90

- percent of the vouchered and nonvouchered students attended the same

schools, it issnot entirely unreasonable to assume that the training

experiences of the regular WIN respondents were similar to those of

' the vouchered students and that they shared some'of the same reactions.

As you will recall vouchered students were asked '6 ghey had,'

encountered any of 5ix "bad experiences" sometimes encountered_by

people in vocational training (Table 23). tlihe proportion of respondents

reporting such experiences was considerably higher_in private schools.

There were three areas in which the private. .schools were at p noticeable

disadvantage. While,none of the respondents who attended public schools

said their schools advertised or promised training that was not4g(ven,

14 percent of those who had been in private schools made such claims.

Further, only 8 percent of the p'ublic school students, but 36 percent

lof thos.p in private schools, said that their schools exaggerated the 046

.
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chancesbf getting a job at the eod of the training. third area in

which the private schools were at a noticeable disadvantage as viewed

by the students was in the equipment used in training. Private school

students were markedly more likely than those in public schools to say

that they hSd encountered outdated equipment in their training...

When rdspondents wer'etsked to assess their instructors knowl-

edge of the subject, ability as a teacher, and interestim their

students, the 4oucher recipients enrolled in private schools gave thein
/

initructors4somewhat lower raVngS'in all thgee areas than did those

in public schools (Tables 34-36).
6

We do have comparable data on why voucher and regular students

said they were satisfied or dissatisfied with,their vocational training

(Table 41).

TABI:E 41

COMPARISON OF THE PROPORTION OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOL RESPONDENTS
MENTIONING THEIR SATISFACTION OR DISSATISFACTION WITH,EACH ITEM

(Percent hentroning)

4

Items Mentioned

' Voucher \r Regultr

4ubli
.41oP

Private Public Private.

.

Sati faction ,, ----.. .:,,

50

31
54

-40 .

.23
:

17
23

4

29

4
6 *,-

6

6

(45/

24

40
30
22
18

rTK

44
18

, 3

18

NI
6

. 8

18,

(63)

)

/ A

,

32
26
6

30
30

5.

6'

., 9
4

, 4
...

,
4

-

6
.
(54)

:-

21

23

5

13

28

8

15

12

5

1 '

4

12

10

10

(83) 1

ood instructors/instruction.....
Liked subject. matter

,Liked particular cla5s ...... 77a6 .

Practical work application
Liked entire program
Good personal support

. Dissatisfaction

Poor intructors/ipstruction.,""
Workload tOo difficult
Learned nothing new
Disliked specific course

. Facilities lacking
No practical work appliLation
Disliked entire program
°No'personal attention

(N)

aMultiple responses were permitted.

t.)

/
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The voucher and regular students who attended public schools were more

likely-to be satisfied with the hnstructiqn and/Instructors.. (This

confirms the earlier findings based just on the voucher clients):

Thirty-two percent of the regular WIN respondents attending public

schools expressed such satisfaction, whine only 21 Percent of those '

attending private schools did. Conversely, 15 percerit of the regular

students attending private schools were di4satisfied with instruction

or their instructors, while 6 percent of those in pub!! schools

expressed sUchitfeelings. The figures for voucher clients in
.4

t in the

same direction.

In addition, regular clients in public .e600ls'felt &e.i

as more likely to prepare them for a job, a concern mentioned

often by the'regular clients,

o

, 4

Factors That Appear to Influence Training
Satisfaction Differently in the

Influence_

'and'Reqular Systems (Voucherinq Made a''

, Difference) .' 1

The voucher system was designed

acquiring occuwional-training. ,This

4
as an alternative method for

section will examine those

particular characteristics that hav? an important'but diff,rent influ-

.ence on the training satisfaction of resgpdents in thevOtsystems.

Sex and Program Status.--Retative'td'tfie,experiences in Aular
t

WIN training iouchering increased the training,satisfaction of man-

dator0 females, decrea.ied the training satisfaction of males, and Vaci

little effect on the expressed satisfaction of females who wAre volun-'-

tary participants (Table 42).
.

* '

41,

8
Refers to program status. Mandatory Women arerequired to

participate in WIN in order to be eligible for AFDC

9
"1

4
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TABLE 42

THE INFLUENCE OF SEX AND PROGRAM STATUS
ON TRAINING SATISFACTIONa

1

-On Percentages)

Estimated Proportion Satisfied
With TrSi.ning

Vouther Regular

- All , t 80 79

Maiet? 67 80

Mandatory female 841 73

Volunteer female 83 85-

Female NAG 72

.

a Appendix F, Table F-1 presents the full regress'i'on

results for voucher and-regular recipients.

4Because the predominant reasons for exemption from

WIN registration (mother or sole Caretaker of child under 6,

or caretaker in a home including an incapacitated member)

rarely apply to men, most men receiving AFDC support are

mandatory WIN registrants. None of the men in either the

voucher or regular group of respondents was a volunteer.

' Because program status is a partial proxy for sex in both ,

our study groups, they have been combi d here into a single,

composite variable in_prder to sort a, effects of sex from.

those of legal status.

cD.4ta on mandatory/voluntary status were not available

in WIN recor=ds for 34 women. In part these omissions resulted -

from a change in OSES form MA 511 in 1973.

1.4.1

/ 9
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Table 43 presents data on why male students in the voucher Wand

regular system said they were satisfied or dissatisfied with their

vocationl training. This might help us understand why,males in the

regular system were more likely to be satisfied with their training

than were males in the voucher system.
4,)

TABLE 43

CbMPARISON OF THE PROPORTION OF KALE RESPONDENTS MENTIONING
THEIR SAT1SFAOTION OR DISSATISFiCTION.WITH EACH 1TEP

(Percent tientioning)a

,

4.

Items Mentioned

Males

, 7.1)

Voucher Regular

Satisfaction
4

36 ?9
.44 29
32 -

16 .14

2g 48
8 .5

46 0 . 10

8' 4 14

8 -
.

8 -.
21 5
13

.

13 . 5

21 , ict

25)
V A

' ' (21)
0 ,

-

Good instructors /instruction
Likedsubject matter .e. . ..,.:

- Liked particular cljass ,

Practical work application
Liked entire program
Gepersonal'support

Dissatisfaction

Poor instructors /instruction
Workload too difficult
Learned nothing new
DislAked specific course
Faerlities.lacking.
No practical work application
Disliked entire program.....-

4"No personal attention. ..
, .

(N)

aMuttiple responses were permiit

A Almost one-half of the males in't

over0one-guarter of the males in the voUche

regular system but just

stem reported liking

the entire training program. WhA-eas 400erceni of the vouchered males

felt the instruction and instructors were poor, only 10 percent of the.
. , ,

regOar males felt that way. Also, a much larger proportion of males

nYthe voucher system than the regular siAtem felt that the training

facili/j.esI4were lacking.' Another factor contributing to the ..

0 a

a
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dissatisfaction of a considerable proportion of vouchared male students

was their dissatisfpction with the amount of personal attention they

were getting' from the school staff.

Mandatory females in the voucher system were as satisfied with

their institutional training as were volunteer females As shown in

,Chapter II, we found that the training experiences of male and female

tudents in the voucher,sysiem were quite different. Female student's

received more counseling and guidance from school personnel and were

more likely than male students to feel that their counseling needs were

satisfactorily met. Female'students.were also morp likely than male

students to havehad few negative experibnces with their training

institutions.

Training Occupation.--For those' respondents in professional,

technical'; administratiVe or clerical training occupations vouchering

had almost no effect on their expressed training satisfaAkion (Figure 1).

floyever, vouchering did have an effect on the training satisfaction of 4,

those students preparing for blue tollar and service occupations.

Relative to the regular WIN training Vouchering increased the training

satisfaction of those,students preparing for blue collar occupations
.

and decreased the satisfaction of those preparing for service4occupa-
.

tions.

°

In
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FIGURE 1

ESTIMATED PROPORTIONS OF VOUCHER AND REGULAR CLIENTS
SATISFIED WITH THEIR TRAINING BY TRAINING' OCCUPATION
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6
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6-

Age.--The age of the respondent9 had bmly_.a slight effecton

their expressed raining satisfaction (Table 44). iRelative4to the

experience of the regular WIN training, VOuchering:Increased thatrein7-
.4

, ing.satisfactipn of the younger respondenti and decreased the training

satisfaction oi\the older respondents. Since the younger respondents

are likely to haverbeen.out of school less time than the older partici-

pants, they are more likely'to "know the rqges," andpneed less direction

&dm the WIN staff.. The older'respondents may need the additional

direOtion the 'WIN counselor prdvides in the conventiOnal.system.
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'TAB4. 44

-

THE INFLUENCE OF AGE ON TRAINING SATISFACTI.00

,(In 'Percentages)

Estimated Proportion Satisfied
-With Training,

VOuCher Regulgr

All 80 79

18-29 years'of age. 82 76

30 years of age or.older, . . . 77' 82

a Appendix F, Table F=1 presents the full regression

results for voucher and regular recipientS.

0 '

4

" 41,14W
Experiences Unigueito the Voucher System

and Their,Effect an-Training Satisfaction

Self - Assessment Counseling.--In order for voucher clients to make

reasonable occupatio41 decisions; tpe clients must have as much infor-

i

mation as posebible about their,abiljties.
Self-assessment counseling is

based on the observation that clients possess job- relevant skills and

aptitudes which have been acquIptwork-,.1_n_tL'Iehome, in'volunteer
k

work, or through hobbies. The task of self-assessment -vesoexalin
the specific functions that a client performs in-his day-to-day life,

and relates his learned skills and aptitudes to the skills and aptitudes

used in specific occupations. Most often, a WIN staff.m4mber can facili-

tate the self-assessment process by making available"the me;Ayliktich

the client can accomplisH a thoroUgh exploration of himself an of the

world of work.9 As the project was
"")

administered, clients were offered

the opportunity for:Celf-assessment, but it was not a requirement for

participation.

9.For more complete information on self-assessment counseling'

see Richardson, Design and Administrative Procedure's for a Voucher

System for Skill Training in the Work Incentive Program (Washington,_

D.C.: Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc., February; 1977)



-6.1-

An equal-number of voucher recipients chose self-assessment as

did not choose i t.l° Since many of the voucher participants had well

established ideas about the occupationt for which they wanted training

when they first arrived at WIN, many may have-felt that self-assessment

was not necessary.

Table 49 provides us with information on who did and did not

make use of the counseIinAtkg. There are some substantial differences in

. _

TABLE 45

COMPARISON OF VOUCHER RECIPIENTS WHO DID AND DID NOT

USE SELF-ASSESSMENT COUNSELING
(In Percentages)

(N)
4.0

Self No Self-

Assessmeiii Assessment

Education '

.

Lets than 12 years (ia)

12 Yearg" (54)

More than 12 years (14)

Sex/Program Status
'Male (18) 39 ..

Mandatory female (17) C 41

Volgriteer female -- (52) '56

ASS -40k

18-29, years (54)

30 yeart_os,more ,. (34)-'
- -...

.

42 . '58
-59. 41

'79

44,

--.-Deiendent-S t

61

59
44

56
>. 41

.-(r-1 - (30) ,,. 47
4(43)

'':1^..' 49
2 -3 -4_

4 :

4 °I= More- 60 40
45) T.,: -'''

K-.,
., ;I. -..:t,..... I

:li`,aining OCCupa on.
/. '.P.rofesti-on'ai; t chni cal,

Adniii.ystrativ
f-ohicj-cai...;.. - .

-:-: Bjti -c011-A-r-
--- Ser e -

- ....-
:,..- % ......-
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.
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(48) 60

(15) 40

(13) .
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_..

(50) ' 50 50

P ', (38) 50 50

75
40
60
54

. v '''We,do-no-tin OW whether 24 voucher clients did or did not tAe
-.., t- -.:, 5,0 f-assossment. -
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the two groups. Those with more than 12 years of education tended to

use it less than any other educational group. Volunteer females made

the most use of self-assessment. A larger proportion of older than of

younger Clients used the self-assessment process. While 60 percent of

those With 4 or more depeldents used self-assessment, only 47.percent

of those with 0 or 1 dependent did. Of those who used the counseling,

one-half went to private schools in Portland and the other half

attended public ipchools.

Generally, people who had beeff out wool the longest

(those over 30 years of age or those with 4 or more dependents) tended

. to, Ose the processthe most. +

. Surprisingly, self,-assessment counseling had only a very slight

lkffect on the training satisfaction of, the voucher respondents (Table

46), and the effect of this counseling was opposite to what we would

,litr

have predicted. Those who had the counseling were somewh less likely

to be satisfied with their institutional training than th who did
-..,r

not. Clearly, it is paSitrlep to have chosen an occupation and a train-

ing institution very carefully and to still not be satisfied with the
.,:..

training, jtist, as it seems quite'possible to be highly involved in all

occupational decisions and still feel that the training was not .

TA E 46

THE INFLUENCE OF SELF -AS SSMENT COUNSELING ON
-THE TRAINING SATISFACTIO OF VOUCHER CLIENTSa

(In Percents es)

Estimated Proportion Satisfied
With Training

Allb
- (

Had self-assessment counseling. . 73

Did not-have counseling . . . 80,

S

a Appendix F, Table F-1 presents the full regression

results for voucher recipients.

A ?
4We had no information on whether 24 voucher client s

' had self-asseSsment,counseling.

4
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entirely satisfactory, Of course, in tile face of an unexpected find-

ing, there remains always the nagging possibility of its spurious

nature. Were those who sought sele-asgissment counseling especially

unready for occupational decisions and/or training, and how much worse

would they have fared without counseling? The age and number of depen-

dents data in Table 45 suggest this possibilit In any event it

would not be wise to judge the effectiveness f the counseling from

the data on training satisfaction alone. T114 effect of self-assessment

counseling on completion rates is another important set of data which

will shed further light on the tissue.
...e

Summary of the Findings Related '
td-Traininq Satisfaction

),

More than three-quarters of both the voucher and regular par-

ticipants in our study expressed satisfaZtion with their institutional

training. ReAssion estimates of the net associations of various

factors with training satisfaction indicated that satisfaction with

`trainirig wasnot equally distributed among all- clients, but varied
4.

among recipients with different,demographic charadteristics, training

occupations,.and training institutions. Training occupation: type of

school attended, and the demographic characteristiis of the respondents

had an important effect on the extent to which they experielnced train-

ing satisfaction. Often, various factors associated with training t

satisfaction were the 'same regSrdless of whether an individual was in

?
the voucher or regular system. Sometimes there were differences.

Included aretwo summary tables (Tables 47A and 47B) which display the

var Iii$ bles in the order of their effect on expressed training satisfac-

tion, controlling for all other variables- in the regression model; and

a third table (Table 47C) which shows the effects of vouchering.

.
For vouchered trainees, age had less effectlon the probabLlity

of being satisfied with vocational training than dill sex and program

' status, family size, and type of school attended (Table 47A). Educa-

tional achieveent had the'greatest inflfience on the expressed training

sa.fsfaction of the voucher recipients. .

Thdse tables also indicate the estimated net proportion of

recipients in, each category who would -be likely t be satisfied with

- )



their tr`aini'ng, other factors being equal' Whereas 95 percent of the

voucher respondents with blue collar training occupations iNoul4 be

likely to be satisfied with their training, only 75.percent of the ,

voucher respondents with clerical
training-occupations would feel this

way. 'Whereas 92...perc(nt of the vouchered respondents who attended

public schools would be likely to ),e satisfied with their training,

only 70 percent of the vouchered respondents who went to private

schools would express such satisfaction (Table 47A).

TAB4 4,A

.

ESTIMATED NET PROPORTION OF VOUCHER RESPONDENTS

EXPRESSING SATISFACTION WITH THEIR-TRAININGa

Voucher

(N)

Education
,

Less than 12 years
61 (24)

12 years
85 . (68) '

More than 12 years '85 (19)

Type of School Attended
Public

92 (49)

Private
70 (62)

Training Occupation
Professional, technical, administrative 76 (14)

Clerical
75 , (55)

Blue collar 95 (24)

Service
78 t (18) .

Sel.P.rogram Status
7 . 67

84

(25)-

(24)
male-N.,,,

mandato ,y female

Volunteer female
83 (62)

qge
0

18-29 yhig 82 (68)

30 years or. more 77 - (43)

0
a'

A Appendix F, Table F-1 presents the full regression results

for voucher and regular recipients.
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For regular clients, training occupatio*-ttaci the greatest

influence oh expressed feelings about the training experience. Cduca-

tiCh, had less:of an impact on t ir expressed training satisfaction

1thanmit did forvouchered clien .(Table 470'.

TABLE 47B

ESTIMATED NET PROPORTION OF AEGULAR'RESPONDENTS
EXPRESSING SATISFACTION WITH THEIR TRAININGa

V
- Regular

(N)

Training 0 cupation
Professio 1, technical, administrative 79 (12)

Clerical 73 (80)

Blue collar , 74 (21)

Service 97 (31)

Type of School Attended
45

Public 91 , (59).

Private 71 (85)

'Sex/Program Status
Male 80 (21)

Mandatory female 73 - (29)

Volunteer female 85 (60)

Female-NA 72 (34)

Education
Less than 12 years 71 (38)

12 years.., ''' 82 (83)

More than '12 years , 82 0 (23)

Aat .

18-29 years 76 (83)

30 years or more 82 (61)

aAppendix F,, Table F-1 presents the full regression results for
voucher and regular recipients.

ik64.
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p

0 i Vouchering vocational training did make a difference with

respect to the training satisfaction experienced by some subgroups-of

trainees (Table 47C).

TABLE 47C

INFLUENCES ON THE PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS WHO WERE SATISFIED

WITH- THEIR VOCATIONAL rRAINING AND CHANGES oUE TO VOUCHERING

(In Percentages)

S

Estimated Proportion Satisfied
With Trai ni,ng

.

zs

Voucl)c, Regular
.

Changes
Due to

Vouchering

All
.

Male'

Mandatory female
Volunteer female

Fewer than 12 years education
12 years education .

More than 12 years education

'''4 '
18-29 years old
30 ftars or older

Public sc of

Private sch 1

..Professional, technical, administra-

,tive training ,

.Clerical training
Oblue collar training

1

Service training'
..

8o

67
84

61

85

85

82

71N

92

70

.

4
-76

75

95
78

79

80

73
85

71

82

82

76

82

91

71

. _

79

73

74

94'

+oi

_136

+11

-02

-10._
+03

+03

+06
-05

+01

-01

-03

,+02
+21

:12

-

P .

.

1 a Appendix F, Table F-1 presents the full ;egression results

for voucher and regulair,recipients. 4*

b"Especially" large (underscored) efkcts of vouchering are .

those lying outsidethe -09 and '4-11 range.

.
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Relative to the experi'ence,of regular WIN trainees, it increased the

satisfaction of females who wert,required to participate,in the WIN

,program, respondents who were,preparing'for blue collaroceupations,

and 'those who were younger. Vouchering dec e training satis-

factioh of males, those with less than 1 f education, iNr--

vidua4s who were over 30 years of ageand o Oeparing for service

occupations. For'many subgroups, there were almost no changes perhaps

indicating that the method for acquiring occupational skills had less

of'an.influende-on training satisfaction thaA did other factors.

4lomen voluntarily participating in the WIN program, those with 12 years

or more education, and Aost who attended public,;chOols were likely

to be \atisfied with their vocational training/regardless of whether

they were vouchered orolippuchered trainees. Those who attended
.

private schools, those who sought training for white collar occupatiohs,

were les's likely to be satisfied with their training regardless of

whether they were in the voucher. or conventional WIN system.

Training satisfaction is only one indicator of relative

' success of the vduche'ed training., Section B of this.chapter will'

examine another indicator--early termination rates.
. ,

B. :CeMpletion of Training

jet

Majoeflypothes'is and BelaraTIndinqs

According toPhasel of this longitudital study:,

". .
the occupations which voucher recipients chose reflected

the persistence of traditional criteria of appropriateness and

feasibility. . , Voucher recipients' approaches to thinking

about and choosing occupations in which to obtain voucher train-
ing reflected a pr'agmatic recognition of the existing occupa-

tional structure and labor market.411

In view of the conventional- training choices, made by voucher recipients

wi't'hout help from WIN staff personnel, it is important to determineif

vouchered trainees are as likely as or more. li1iely to complete training

than regularstrainees, Who presumably'made their choice with the active

,,participation of trained professionals? Would greater self- determination

ato

II See punning, page 77; fn. Ip.A7 bf this report:

I /I
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.

besensla d into higher completion rates? `Would it compensate for

the reduced ctiqg participation of trained professionals? We there-

fore propos to test the following null _hypothesis

There will be no significant difference
in the completion rates of voucher
recipients and clients who glb through'.
the conventional WIN progr4.

Sixty-five percerit of the voucher clients and 63 percent of

the conventional WIN participants completed their institutionaCtraining.

When we pooled the data to examine thd' effect of system (voucher=

or regular) on completion rates (see Appendix F,Table F-2 for results),

we found that what at the gross level was a negligihledifference in

completion rates (65% of the 'vouchers and 63% of the regulars), now

spreads out slightly when minor differences in group composition are

taken into account. We find that the estimated proportion of vouchered

..rainees completing their training is 68 percent while the estimated

proportion of regular partic ants is 61 percent. ;While here is more'
spread,"there still no significant difference the proportion

of vouchered and nonvouc ered WIN clients in institutional training

that completed their tr ining, 12 We therefore cannot reject' our null
. .

hypothesis.
. .

.

Since there is nd significant difference in the completion rate's

of our relindents% it *omes important to invesrtgate what factors

tend to be particularly associated with completion of training;* and to
...

examine wheCher these facsoTsarethe'same in both systems. The balance

Of this - 'chapter Ls- devoted_to thrs_anSlysis.

e

Factors That Appear.5to Influence Completion
Rates Similarly Ln the'Vouclier-and'RegUlar
Systems (VOuchering Did Not Makea'
Difference)

Table 48 provides us with a detailed look

by age. The'olderthp vouchered respondents, the greaterithe

who completed theia vocational training., ,Of the regular) WIN particle?

pants, the trend was generally the tame,' though,not as 'smooth.

!,

at 'thp respondents'

proportion

12A zci est was used totest the significance of difference
between the proportions. It was not'siVnificant at the .05 level.

.4

'

(
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.TABLE

AGE AND COMPLETION STATUS FOR-VOUCHERED AND REGULAR RESPONDENTS
(In Percentages) .

CcIpleted .- 29 66 59 68 72 78 67

Dropped .100 71 34 41 ,32 28 .22 '33

///7 Total 7. 100 100 100' 100 ' foo 100 100 100

(N) (3) (7) .(64) (79) (34) (39) (91 (21)

Completion.

Status

18-1.9 . 20-29 30-39 , 40 or

Years Years
,

'years t More

V. R V R V R V R

fn looking at the regression.-data for,the net effects of age

on completje,ratesindependent of all other variables (see Appendix F,

Table F-2 for cull egression model) we find th'at the completion

'1rates were similar for both voucher-and regular respondents however,

the effect of age is smaller.Afor' the voucher clients, than regular

At clients. Those 30 years or older -were sanewhat more likely to complete

-e
.

their training than Were those undbr 30 regardless of system (ra61e 49).) '
a

-

TALE 49

THE INFLUENCE OF AGE ON COMPLETION RATESa
(In Percentages)

4

/

Estimated Proportion tOmpleted

.. ; .,

)0!
Voucher -Regular

4
,

411110, I

, 4 63
4

Ail . . .-. . e. .... ... . 65
.

0. \

30 .years or more. . 69 i 72
18-29-years 63 k 57

4Appendx F, Table Presents the full regreWon '

results for voucher arisl regulif
**
recipients.

-

r
t

tt
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Type of School Attended.--WIN participants attending public

sthools,for their vocational training were slightly less likely to
Complete their training than were those attendin%private schools13

(Table 50).

TABLE 50 6_

THE INFLUENQE0OF TYPE OF SCHOOL ATTENDED ON COMPLETION RATESa

' (In Peecentages)

Estima'ted Proportion Completed

Regular

65 ..- 63

public school., 's! 60 59

Private school . 69 66

aAppendix F, Table F-2 presents the full regression
result& fo'r, voucher and regular recipients..

s' Training Satisfaction.-- As 'might be expected,'reported diSsat-

isfaction with training had a considerable effect on completionratq

in both the voucher and donventionalWIN systemst4 (Table 51). Those,

who were not satisfied with t r training were apOroximately 30 per-

tentage points less likely to 'cor plete their training. This finding

was the same for participants in both vouchered and nonvouchered

training.
WIN Counseling --Voucher and regular clients who felt they

neededm,pre help from the WIN staff than they received, were less

t
a

o.6

- likely (by 12 percentage'points for the voucher clients and 8 percen- -

. Cage points for the .1-egul.6r'clients) to complete their occupa'tional....

.

training than .those who received as much counseling as they needed

(Table 52).
-_

t
F

r
1

,
13For a thorough, comptitiSon of publl c and privaieiithools, see ..

Bruce 9. Dunning, Aspects of 1,(4) uc h e r b d WIN ,Trainees' Experiences with
Vocational Training Schools! Experiences with the Portland WIN
Voucher Trai_nng Prograrq (Washington, D.C..: Bureau Of Sbcial Sciente it

. Research, I.nc., October, 1976).
I .

14
.

Sixteen regular respondents did r t answer the 9uestion,
eeltating to training satisfaction. .

. ' -
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TABLE 51

fe

THE INFLUENCE OF tATtSFACTION WITH TRAINING
ON COMPLETION RATESa

(In Percentages)

Estimated PrOportion'Coelplefed.

Voucher Regular

All

Satisfied .

Not satisfied . . .

. .
J*

65

71

39
a

63

71

42
..

1

a Appendix F, Table F-2spresents the full regression
results for voucher and.reguler recipienti.

TABLE 52

THE INFLUENCE OF WIN COUNSELING ON COMPLETION AATESsa
(In Percentages) . '

0 e

Estimated Proporti9n Comp eted

Voucher Regular

%

All -/ 4

needs met
Needs frustrat

65.

67 1

55

63

66-

58
11" ,

aAppendix F, Table F-2 presents the full regreslion
results for voucher and regular.recigients.

)

.4

1

o ' 4rff I

,

p
0

14.
0 .

0

.
Tabl 53 gives us information.on

1

the trees in-whiclfrespondents
, ck

felt more guid ce was reqdired. Since the basic difference between

'the voucher and conOgn.tional system is the. degree to which choices are

. ---,left to the respondeotOt is of prime Amportanr-to fihd out Aher.,

, .

the vouchered respondehtS repOtted a greater need foi more guidance

.. tharr did. the regular respondents. Only 18'perCelit 4)f all the inteil-

viewed voudherxecip,i.ents said they needtd morqwhetp -from yiN th4d
. .

,'

. .

they got. SerprIsingly, 35 percent of the regular 'respondents reported,

,

Y.
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a need for, more guidance. Most of the vouchered responcleptsrequiiing

more guideAce needed more infoilii'ation on the WIN programi-tself. This

includeg information on regulations, benefits, support services, place-
.

ment and training processes, etc. Only 5 percent of the voucher grout

reported a heed:foe more interpersonal support - -staff encouragement,

interest understanding,4,time for discussion, etc. Three percent of

th'e voucher people needed more occupational ienformaxion, and .2 percent

needed more information on training institutions. The percentages Are
ab

,..very small, and they are smaller for the voucher recipients than for

the'regular respondents. This indicates that the great majoritylgf
4
mduchered recipients felt comfortable and confident. Nonetheless;'

those whose needs were not met were less likely to complete their train-

ing than those,whose'needs were men. e

TABLE 53

COMPARISON OP VOUCHER AND REGULAR RESPONDENTS' RESPONSES TO
THE QUESTION, "DID YOU NEED MORE HELP FROM THE WIN STAFF

THAN YOU GOT, AND WHAT DID YOU NEED IT 1N?"4
(Percent Mentioning)-3

Total

Respondents

Those Who'Said' .-

They Needed Help'.

Voucher Regular Voucher Regular

WIN program information
benefits, regulations. . . .

Octupation-employment
,

appof-tunities, wort .
> ^

conditions, occupational ,

characteristics 3 . 17 15

Training institution
curriculum, reputAtion 0 . '7 100' 'IP-

Iv. nterpersonal support,
-

encouragement, interest,
,1 " ` enderstanding, more time.

a . for discussion . !;,.. 5 20 25 58

IN)-, , :e.-) ,(110)- .,(148)' \ ,(20) (52)',

aMUlttple resp4nse
. -

permitted., .

13

1/4

5 70 52

4
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Factors which Appear to Influence the
Completion Rates 'of Voucher and Regular
Participants Differently (Vouchering
Made a Difference)

While males were likely to complete their vocational training

considerably more often (by 19 percentage points in the conventional

lb11.141N,system, volunteer females were more likely y 14 percentage
.

points) to complete their institgtior;a1 training if they were voucher
. .

recipients ( a e '54). Mandatory females were likely to complete.at a

nearly identical rate in the two systems.

TABLE 54

THE INFLUENCE OF SEX AND PROGRAM ,ON CO1PLETION RATESa
(In Percentages) ' it

...-

Estimated Proportion Completing'

Voucher . TRegular

All 65 63

Mare 53 72

Mandatory females 65 67

Volunteer females 40 56

Female NAb 67

O
aApgenjiV, Table F-2 Presents the. full regress4on

resultsilor voucher end regular recipients.

a E

b
Date on legal status were riot available ih WIN

records for $4 fema-le respondents. 1ln part these omissions
r6sulted from, a change ih OSES form MA 511 in 1973..,

T ° [

, fr

_ .
s For vouchered,trainees, sexi d more impact on completion

,

tes than did legal status., :w1Fri.1e for regular participants the reverse

. waCtrue. This mSy Oe.partiy explained by-fhe fact that in the conven-

tional WIN system ttro e required to participate ,in WIN were subj 1 to

adjudication for refuial too Participate (Which was how dropo ere ' .

e t A

usually tree ted--the i (AFDC stgtus 'was threatened) . This was ot the
..-

case.jn the %)ouchered siistem (noncompleters were not slubject o .

, 1 T ,t t 0

,
4

'

. i . :,r f ' CP ;

MP.



1-74-

adjudication but were given a second chance primarily because this was

.a demonstration project).15 Also)of importance is the fact that volun-

teer women had had a pent-up demand for institutional training for

r

some time before Portlandl. The result of this pent-up demand (in

o effect a "creaming" or selectivity factor) on completion rates though

difficult to measure could be partially'responsibje for the difference .

in dropout rates of volunteer women in the two systems.

Education.--While those individuals with less than 12 years of

education were the least to complete their training regardless

of whether they were vouchered or %onvouchered students, those with

more than 12 years of education behaved differently in the two systems.

The individuals with most education were more likely (by 13 per-

centage points) to complete their institutional training if they were

nohvouchered students. For stu ents in the conventional WIN system,

4 the more educated they were, t e more likely they were to complete

th'eir training (Table 55).

c\ TABLE 55 0.
,;

THE INPLUENCE OF EDUCATION ON COMPLETION RATES&
(In Percentages) { (

. ,

Estimated Propory'on Completing

Voudier '1. Regular,

lb I
Al)

.
63

Less than 12 years 1 55 ,:. 52.

12 years ....... .. .
70 66

Morethan 12 years 59. , -. 72

r,
a Appendix-f, Table F-2 presents the full regression

results for voucher and regular recipients.

. , C

151n the Richardson, Summary of Findings on the Administrative
"Feasibi,lity-of VoucherIng Skill Training in the WIN Program report,' '

the estimated proportions completing by sex andlegal status, were '

...

considerably different, in magnitude, and, more importantly, direction.

Milis is due to the fact that different variables were put into the

regressionieguation. }chat-equationcontained only demographic charac-

teristics and length of,trbining while tfte analysis Presented here .

contains (controls for) satisfattiOn with &rainin?, autonomy, WIN -

.
counseling:and the, relationship between One's training occupation and

the.occupatipn one had,in mibl,y.then2entering WIN.-
a

Y.

a
re
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6

- '-lie..1-atve to their 'regular WIN counterparts, vouchering appe
td,have decreased' _the-completion rate of the most educated students

.

wtrirlehaving-atmost____no effect on the less educated. It will be,
Mgt the most. educated voucher, recipients\ received less coun-

,seling and-guidance from their training institutions than thou with

r less education. (see Chapter II, pa'ge 13) . A larger proportion Of
a more egitcated than Tess educated respondents complained that thei r

counsel ing needs were unmet.16 Since ,it hai been suggested that

voucher clients used the guidance and the counseling of the schd
personnel in Much the .same way as the regular cLients' used the ..
staff, is mk>t4surpri sing:that the more educated, having, need -more

..

counseling than they received, terminated their trainirtg earlier Fran
0

their regular counterparts. I t suggests also than W1f1 -Atatf :was

especially helpful (devoted effort, time, a ttent low etc. to the most:
educate-d, being- perhaps seen as more profrki,a,_ aesefving,.1ikely to

_

succeed). . .
_

Dependen s . --I t was expected that Ai number -of glepei;denti.:"

would have a considerable effect on the likelihood of, completing

a ing. We anticipated that there would be a negative corre ration betwetn
4 ,

the number of dependents and completion of Arai fling. ESpec!411y, for..#_ I -.
\

women,. more dependents repvsent more-4em.in'd:s en. their time -and ciiiri'.

f lict with training demands. Ac.c.-dsing to the data, the number of .

dependents did appear to, have Considerabfe- effect- oncalitP1 tion 1ates.
., .

For those in the convdntipmil WfN ,program, ..clients .with- llr r. fami -Ties
.. ......______ - ...- , -

were 21 °percentage poi nts lesS likely to complete thei e. train-ng. than',

those ,svith I families (-Fi gure 2). The Pettern .was .not as, clear

cut 4.,e'r voucher recioiehts '' Those with-two or three deOridents ergtr .
amost likely to complete their training while those- ivigizero o e

depaiile "t-were least ikelly.. ',
, .- ..

1 60n the ,average, 17 percen-t. df1111-o e with more tlia,r1;,1Z-years'orpo;
ieducation responded that -they ,needed adds trona] tel,43 fri- dne,""4-gidi-e: of

, theseiarees: deciding. interests and otCogatiortal=gdrds,,deteri,1114SPg,
the sui tab" 1 i tyot,such interests and gocars,_ determining,:qa needs,

c reviewing progress in training, and personal .counsering.- .f) ki.-
- . 'Conti of those with less thee) 12 years of' educatio_010-

.:.,._ . thoe w1-th 12 years o education reported- such. a ntelf
cent of t,

-

. , . I .' -'- !,- .I.- .-
. .

'-:S.,-,_;-

.o
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FIGURE 2

ESTIMATED,PROPORTIONS OFEJOUCHER AND REGULAR CLIENTS

WHO COMPLETED TRAINING BY NUMBER OF DERENDENTS

80 -

70

60.

50

MI Voucher
=I Regular

a

30 -

Ir 0 or. - 2 or t3
-

or More

'mfr

Number of Dependents

. 61 -4V-'
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This suggests tha more appropriate training arrangements

,(closer to home, flexible hours, logger period in,whichto receive
training) are necessary..

Relative to their regular WIN counterparts, vouchering app,ears
to have increased the corn letion rates of those with medium - sized and':
large families and decce'a ed the rate of those with small families.

Train in. Occu.at .n.--Respondents n prOfessional , technical,
administrative or blue c. I lar .training occupations were more likely to
complete their training n the v ucher syltem than the regular,system
oihi le students pre$arin for ger ice occupations wife more likely to

-.complete their trainin in the conventional system.. Those',in the-
.

vouchersystem prepari6g for clerical-occupations !were the least
IiiceYy (bit.P20 percentage points) to complete the training' (Table 56).

. ' TABLE 56'
.

THE ItIFLUENCE -OF ,TRAINING OCCUPATION ON 094LE:1'10N RATESa

. (n Percentages) .

estimated PrOortion Completing

Voucher Ag.itar

A 1 I 65 63.,
lo= VV.Professional, technical, '',.

. ...administrative: ''71.1 77_ ___ _..: _ 59
) %C l erical . .. '-. . : 55 58

Blue col lar 4 75 ,.-, ..- 46
Service ..... 14..:.::, . , 76 .1 ; 92

. , .1

.
J aAppekix F, Table F--.7Prese,rIts the..ful I regression

1

si ,, results for*.,i,r_Oucher and regularrecipients.

.
4. ,:::.

.

..;

.
: igi

. -
'' Training Occupation and,Occupation in Mirid When Enteriiic WIN.--
,

WIN.- -

Voucher recipients who had nd occUptitiAn in mind fpr which they, wanted

training when they entered WIN 4k :e considerably l'es;rs likely (by20
percentage points) to complete,tais`voCationak training than were
'those who knew what, occupatiorhchel -wanteft.,1; rtrai fling in, _For. regular'

'chants, having no occupation inthddiftdi: not. af fe..c comp loitfbn rates
(Table 57). Deficierkies IA vouctiiir)kitisir4ell;pg'ijiay have allowed

ez%
1%

%+1".'4 .
.

4"c:".0;''.'i,st. --:- . ...'

7.1.,i...f.1,,,,,:'',4i:4-?,,,.;:is,:* .... ,..
.. ..

.91



undecided individuals to enter schools wi

tionel goal. This could not happen quite s

because the counselors haveir, to mall the al-1-'6

to a course and therefore must know th, occupation,

clients di tl _have self- assessment counseling available

hip was avai lable only when requ4sted and was not Re

the regular estaff-Oientinter tion.

hout having a cleanvoca-

ofen in reguler,W14

men ts fiovejmi ssi on

hou fi voucher

t> theT, Such

essari.kY part

TABLE.,

'

THE INFLUENCE OF TRAINING OCCUPATITICANDJS.C.UPATI N
IN MIND WHEN ENTERING WIN op ,COMPLETIlk .NATESa

(In PercentXges)1 .

, '

.-
Estimated Proportion ConiWe ing

..

Voucher '--. Regular

A 1 1 .
4'

#

Training occupation,and,occupation .1".

in mind sameb

t

. 65

b9

70

63

59

77°

Training occupation was at a, higher

level than occupation in mind I.

when entering 4IN. . . .. . . 0'... . . .

Training occupation was at a lower
level than oCcupation in rid
When entering WIN

No occupation in mind wheel, -

. entering WIN r% 47 . 66
1

.

'
4 4

.......... ' - .

aAppendix F, Table, F-2^pres
for voucher- and regular recipient

° bFor comparison of training
when entering WIN, both were

codes;
Professiona.14
Subprofessional
Managerial 2

High clerical

0

3

nts the full!regr''ssion result

2 i

ccupation and occupatio; in, mind

value based on the following.

lrow clerical "'4

Craft ' 5

Operative',

Serfide 7

,.
4.
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Relati rt0 the completion rates of the regular trainees-,

vouchering, increased slightly the completion rate of those whose train-

ing occupation and occupation in mind when entering WIN were the same.

It also increased the completion rate of those whose training otcupa-
.

tion was lowerthan the occopation they had in mind. It decreased

slightly the completion rate oai,those whose training occupation was

higher. gu-Since relar clients tended e followed more closely

duringlraining by the' c uns rs, it is possible they, seceived

more endow than did 94ir voucher
=my

founterparts.1 Keeping this in Ind it is interesting that with the

exeption of those who had no occupation in mind et the time they

entered WIN, voucher clients fared quite well.

I

Experiences Unique to the Voucher SysteM
and Their Effect on Completion of Trai.ninq

School Counselinq.--As stated i'n Chapter II, "Tr fining

fExperiences of the Respondents," 57 oerCent f the students , '

received Counseling an guidyce from their training institutions, and*
'

.a majority of the studen'ts.felt that their counseling needs had been
. ,

met. It is however important to be aware of thg effects of having

unmet needs on early termination of training, Table 58 provides us ,

"with i ation on the effect of not receiving all the counseling,

needed on the oucher clients' cdMpletion rates. Almqst always, if

the counseliqg nee of the x..14ents were not met, or, if they rece44

Aess counseling than they (ought necessary, they were less likely t

c lete.their institutionaktraining.

WIN Counseling.--The voucher respondents who felt, they had,

received all the counseling and guidance from the WIN staff tat they

needed were also more likely to capplete their institutional training

than were those whose needs were not met.'' This is not surprising and

-points up how vital personal support and individual attention is to

4

11

).

any system.

Self-assessment counseling had a considerable effect on the

completion rates of vouchered recipients. Those wfio had self-assessment

were 31 percentage points more likely to complete their training than

the vouchered recipients who did not use the technique. All things

r.

a
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.TABLE58

THEIgLUENCE OF-SCHOOL COUNSELINe ON COMPLETION RA TE )

OF VpUCHERED RESPONDENTSb
(In Pdrcentages)

Esti ed Proportion
Completing

Vouclie.r

. o

-All 0 .
..."

School Counseling -Iteciding Inte is and Goals

4

. s

65 l*

o64

69

66

66

54

., .

-Counseling needs met % . . .. .. , ...,:

, Counseling needs frustrated. -.,,, . ,., .... . ..

Schgol.Counseling - Suitability of Interests

and 'Goal's
G

Counseling needt.m /;- . ,

Counseling.heeds fr strated. ,6

-School Cov
,

seling - T aining Program
f)

.. .Counseling needs met
iti 1*

Counseling needs frustrated ...... .V. : t

. .

School Counseling 4 Training Progrtess:, .

'Fig needs met .-: g . .... s.: . .. ' . . ... 67

eling keeds 'frustrated 55

: -

,

.
aWe asked the respon4ents wHetlar they had 7eceived counseling

from their schools on deciding their irfterests,and goals, oh deciding

on he suitability,] 'these interests and goals, on deciditig on Dintir

tr fining pr gl-,pm, and on their trakriing.progre5s. We then asked if i

tH y Heed d more counseling in each of these areps. Pf they needed

mar hel they were codes as "needs fidstrylied." ..
. /

.

bAppendix F', Table F-2 presents the Full regression rsults - V.s ,

0,4

t

for voucher reglpients
N '

0
,

0 a

'14^

c

.

.11e
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being equal .79 percent of the respondents who had se f-essessment.
.

would be exptcsed io complete their vocationalrain g as compared

with 48 percent of the respondents who did not have s If- assessment17

(Table 59). It will be recalled that we held our jud en of self-

assessment counselng in abeyance until we had.Atenits ffect on

completion rates. It seems fair to say it.is an effective procedure

for helping voucher clients to make judicious occupational decisions.

;CABLE 59

THE INFLUENCE OF COUNSELING ON COMPLETION RATES
OF VOUCHERED RESPONDENT -Sa -

(In_PercentageS)

.

-.4.

Voucher

All A ; 65

WIN Counseling .

Counselinq needs met 67

Co1seling needi frustrated
.

55

Self-Assessment Counseling ,

Had self - assessment 79

Did not have self-assessment . . . . . 48

No, informAioh on whether client had 1 .

self-assessment. .0. . . 59

,

Estimated Proportion
.Completing-

.064%i

1-

gAppendix F, Table F-2 presents the full regression results

for voucher recipients.

174n Richardson, Vouchered ikill Training in WIN: Program

Guidelines and Seiected'iEmpirical Findings (%ashington, D.C. : Bureau

of Social Science Research, Inc., February, J977). Ppge 78 of that

report stptes that those who received self-Assessment counseling were
only 8 percentage point,v less likely to drdii. Out of training than

those who did not. Different variables wait. used in the regression

equation which accounts for the differeqt estimated proportion come

pleted. See Appendix F, Table F-2 of this.eport for full regression
equatton and Table V-I0 Richardson report tor Narlartes used in thal''

equation. - . .
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7.14

.
It is clear that, for -the studela who does oerceive'a need for help

, and is unable'to get it the conseqUe6tes areserious both for the

individual's senierof well-being and for his or her progress toward
f4f

achievinp WIN program goals. 0

, SumMary of findings Related
to Completion'of Training

.

ti {toughly equal proportions of thevouftr and the regular

respondents -in this AUdy completed theiinsitutional training.

Regression estimatsee of the pet asfdciations of various factors with

comPlekien,of L 106g indicated that completion was no equally dis:

tri Ote aMOng all clients.- Broupl)Of reCipients-witt differeht train-.

ing occupatiortS, demographic charac,tristics, and' counseling needs

differed in the extent to ,I;Nhich they completed theii- training. Train-

in satisfaction,' training bccupatiqi, *nd demographicifharacteristics

d an important effect on the extecti to which WIN participants com,-
h

pleteg their training. Often various factors associated with completion

were the.same-regardiess of_whetherIn individual was in the voucher or

regiflar system. Sometimes there
;

were-differences. Included are two

summarI tables (Tables 60A and 600,,Whicp display themoist'important

variables in the,order of their effeet on completion Of traini ng con:,

P, trolling for all other variables in tlhe regression,model, and a third

i2)4.(60C) which shows the effects Of vouchering.

For voucher clients, expressed training.satisfaction had the

greatest infltence on the probabilifty, of completing training, Whereas

39 percent bf those dissatisfied with their training were like-ty to

complete, 71 percent of those expressing satisfaction were likely to

complete their training.

For voucher,cents training-occupation and sex and legal

status had more effect on completion rates than the extent to which

lz

WIN counseling needs were met. Also of importance to the completiOn

rate of.vouchered students was whether they had an occupation in mind

when they first entered141IN. Those who'didnot were 21 percentage

points less likely toc pleie their training than those who did. Being

a mate in the voucher system also decreased-the probability of comPlell-

ing training by 12 percentage points, Age and the type Of training



TABLE 60

ESTIMATED NET PROPORTION OF VOUCHER RESPONDENTS COMPLETING
THEIR INSTITUTIONAL TRAIN.Igta

Voucher

'34

(N)

Training Satisfaction'
Satisfied 71 (89)

Not satisfied 39 (21)
, . a

Training Occupation
Professional, technical, administrative 77 (13)

Clerical , 55 (56)

Blue collar' 1. 75 (24)

,Service 76 (17).

Sex/Program.Siatus ,
,

,

Male -53 (24)

Mandatory'female 65 (24)

Vol4ntder female . 70 (61)
. ,

WIN Counseling Received
t Received counseling - 61. (87)

Dan't receive. 81 (23),

.AttRelativiwAp BetWeen Training Occupation /
. , _

and OccUpation in Mind When'Entering WIN* ,.

Training occulhatMn and occupation
in mind same 69 ',(73)

Training occupation higher 70 . (10)

Training occupation lower 68 (8)

No occupation in,mjniLwhen entering'WIN 47 (19)

Dependents

-,
0-1

54- -1.- 437)

2-3 ...0 14
. .. .

- (55)
4 'Or more... %

',,,

I
,761 Ar ,,,,..(10

:$ ,

' Education 9
Less th.an12 years ' 55 .(23)

fr

12 years .,* 70 (68)
,.-

More thAn 12 years . 59 (19)

WIN Counseling Needed
Need3 mbt 67 (90)

Needs frustrated. 55 . (20)

..

aT table include's only those variables that have

the Brea st influence on completion of training. See

Append F,, Table F22 for Complete regression model.

4
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s TABLE 60B

V

ESTIMATED NET PROPORTION OF REGULAR RESPONDENTS COMPLETING
THEIR INSTUUTIONAL TRAttiINGa"

0 14gular

% (NI

Training Occupation' .
t

,ProfessiOnal, technical, administrative
,

59 00)
Clerical ,/ 58' °88)

, Blue collar
Service.

g 46

92

(21)

(29)

Dependents .

0-1 77. (34)
2 -3 . 56 (51)
4 or more 37 N.412)

NA
.

.
.

Training Satisfpction

0 : (51) ,,

Satisfied. , '''- 71 (102) 0

Not Satisfied 42 (30) .
No information 49 (16)

? -
Education

Less than 12 yeirs
.o

52 (38)
12 years ,ti 66 (88)
More than 12 years 72 (22)

Sex/Program Status. -

Male ., 72 (20)
Mandatory female , 67 (32)
Volunteer female 56 (62)
Female NA 61 (34)

2192
18-29 years 57 (88)-
30 years,or more 72 (60)

s.

- aTtlis table includes only those variables that have
he greatest influence on completion of traininp. See
Appendix F: Table F-2 for complete regression model.
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TABLE 60C
-

INFLUENCES ON THE PROPORTION. OF RESPONDENTS WHO COMPLETED
THEIR VOCATIONAL TRAINING AND CHANGES DUE TO,VOUCHERINGa

(In Percentages)

Estimated PrOportion
Completing

Changes
Due to

'Vouchering
Voucher Regular

All

Male 7i

65

53

63

i2

+02

12!)
Mandatory female 65- 7 -02

Volunteer female 70 56 +14
. .

Fewer than 12, years education 55 52 '
+03 e

12 years education 70 66 +04

More.thfn 12 years education 59 72 -13

18-29 years old 63 57 +06

, 30 years or older 69 72 -03

0-1 dependent '54 77' -23

v 2-3 dependents 74 56 +18

4 or more dependents 61 ' 37 +24

Public lchool ; 60 59 +01

'Private school 69 66 +63

_Professional, technical,

administrative training 7T 59 +18

Clericaltraining 55, 58 -03

Blue collar trainiog 75 46 112
Service training 76- 92, -16

Satisfied with training , 71 71
/ -No Change

01 Not' saxisfied with training 39 42 -03

WIN needs met 67 66 +01

WIN needs frustrated . 55 58 -03

Training occupation and occupation -, .,

.." in mind when entering WIN same. 69 59 +10

Training occupation highe'r 70 77 -07 ,

Training occupation lower.. 68 59 ,+09'

Nu iopi1n-mind-when-pat

enterin IN 47 66 -

aAppendix F, Table F-2 presents the full regression results
for'voucher awl regular recipients. :

4 4
4 , t

bflEspecially" large (underscored) effects of vouchering are

those ,lying outside the -8 and +2 range.
el

I
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institution a respondent attended had only minor impact on the differ-

ence inlcompletion rates of vouchered recipients. r

For regular WIN participants, training occupation had an even I.

bigger effect on the completion rate than did training satisfaction.

While those preparing for blue collar occupations were the least

likely to, complete their training, those .)hose training occupation was

jn the tervice field were the most likely to complete (difference of.

46 percentage points between those preparingfor service occupations

andthose preparing for blue collar occupations). Having a large

family decreased the probability of regular clients completing their

training by 26 percentage points. Not being satisfied with their

training, and having less than 12 years of eduCation,,also decreased

the probability of regular participants completing their institutional

training. Age appears to have had more of an impct on the training

completion of regular elients 'than of vouchereeclients.- Differences

'in type of training institution attended, and WIN counseling, hadonly

minor impact on the difference in completion rates of.regular recipients

- Vouchering vocational training did make a difference in the

.c completion rates of some subgroups of traihees (Table 60C). Relative,

to the experienCe of regular WIN trainees, it increased the completion

rate of volunteer women, those iith medium 81 large size 'families,

thOse with professional, technical:administrative and.brue collar

training occupations, and those who were preparing for eider a lower

occupation than they Originally had in mind when 'they entered WIN or

an occupation at the same 'level. Vouchering decAased the. completion

rates of Tien, ,those with the most education, those small families,

those preparing for service occupations, those who had no occupation c

in mind when they entered WIN,and those whose training occupation was

higher than the occupation they originally had in mind.

For many subgroups there were almost no changes perhaps rndicat-

ing that thiMiethdd for acquiring- occupational _skills had less of an

influence on completion rates than other factors. Students with less

than 12 years of education, those who attended public schools, those

preparing for clerical' occupations, younger rsspondentS', those not

satisfied with their training, and those whose needs for WIN counseling

( /...1

4.

4
4
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t

were notnmet,.were less likely to complete.their_training whether they

were veuchered or nonvouchered trainees.

Women who were required to participate ip the WIN program, those

with 12 years of,education, those attending private schools, the older

respondents, those satisfied with their training, and those whose coun-

seling needs were met by WIN, were more likely than miners to, complete

'their training regardless of whether they weresvouchered or nonvouchered

trainees. Some further light is thrown on these issues when we examine

the reasons WIN pArticipants gave. for terminating their institutional

training before it was completed.
.

Reasons for Early. Termination
of WIN Training

Table 61 presents the reasons voucher and regular, resliondents

gave for not amPieting their institutional training. There is a

siar!iIcant48 difference in the reason why voucher end regular clients

TABLE .6t

REASONS,REPORTED FOR EARLY TERMINATION OF INSTITUTIONAL TRAINING
(In Percentages)

,1 Vdticher Regu'lar

Ex ernal.to progra 54 75
In ernal to pro r b 45-- 25

Total ° / 100

( ) (35) (53)

a
Inclu e I. Personal problems--day care, illness.

.2. Had 'to.Work.
- Found a job.

4% Transportatton problems.

-13
Inc) d's: I. Program_problemsr-poor instract-ton, fund-

ing runningout: p66F-school, schOol
problems.

2 Asked to leave by, school.
3, -Judgment probins--decided against train-

ing occupation switched to OJT.

18
A z ye=t was used to test the significance of difference

between propo t ons. It was significant at the .05 level.
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terminate heir training before completing it. While the majo;-ity of

each group of trainees left their training because of reasons ehernal

. to the training program, a significantly largerprOportjon of- regular,

participants did so, It is possiblethatthesedifferences exist because

regular clients received more intensive follow-up'counseling from their.

WIN counselors during the time they were in training.,'Someone with a

tendency to "flunk out,".6- someone' not sureifttley were in the right

s6hOol or occupation might be encouraged to continue with the appropriate

supportlrom the WiN staff (internal reasons). It would perhaps be less

likely that a great deal of attention, support and counseling would stop

someone from dropping their training if they had an 111 chj ld, found a

. job, had to Idok'for work (external reasons). Before we can draw any

conclusion;,tfrop this finding, we must look at subgrOups of WIN partici-

pants to see'whether we fi.nd these same differences in reasons for early

termination among all subgroups of voucher and regular clients.
f

Male and Female; Mandatory and Volunteer Participants.--Though

a larger proportion of voucher than regular participants dropped their

training 1ecause of internal problems: mandatdry voucher clients and

males in,the regular.system seem to have reacted similarly. Women in.

the conventional WIN program rarely terminated their training because

of school prOblems while volunteer voucher women did so less oftbn

than mandatory voucher women (Table 62).

TABLE 62

REASONS REPORTED FOR EARLY TERMINATION .OF INSTITUTIONAL TRAINING
BY SEX AND PROGRAM STATUS

(I n' Percentages)

ti

Voucher Regular

Males
Mandatory Volunteer
Females Females

Males
Mandatory Volunteer
Females Females

External
Internal

Total %
(N)

50

50

50
50

61

39
56
44

91

9

80

2t

100

(8)

100

(10)

100 .

(18)

100.

(9)

100

(II)

100

(25)

I 0
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Q . Below 'ar-e a few bkamples of the more usual reasons women in

1

..the conventional system gave for terminating their trainipq early.
, "My husband ,aryri went back together , and they don.' t pay for a .

,
, . babysitter or I'd still be In i t. We are still pretty pool-, and

J.
i

.
. I can' t afford. a babysi tter:" -

"Towards the ena of the course lo had to qu'i t because my son gpt .
' sick: +le was a lwaYs AgettIng sick because on wel far.S..... you don' t

eat right, I t's hard to get ,through the course when you' re by .
yourse 1 f. and ave a baby.. I t takes a lot of ,energy.".1

"My att4odan4 record was poor. I was the highest student in
the class in spite of the attendance. I had problems getting
a babysi t ter ." . , .
"P,rablems at home." .. 4.

. Parti cipan'ts brid Family Size. -- Voucher esli ents with large

I
'families dr,opped thei 1! .tril Ong for external reasons considerably more i
often' than. those with fewer depe,ndents. -In f,pe-t, they seem:to have -
reacted 'like the regular clients who dropped their training for

.
/ eiternal" reasons regard les's of ,fami ly size. I t is. yen/ 1 ikety that

competing role demands account for this di fference (fable 63).

fA.D LE 63 ...

REASOS REPORTED FOR EARLY TERMI.NAT1 ON OF INSTITUTIONAL TRAINING
fi NUMB5A,QF DEPENDENTS {

. (II% Percentages)
..-

V

,..

Voucher Regular

1? -1 2 -3
4 or
More

t-"--
0-1

.
21-3

4 or
More

External
.

7 47 57 80 80 77
Internal - 53 43 20 20. 23 . 29

.
Total" % 100 100 . 100 100 100 100

(N) (r7) (14)' (5) (10) (22) , (7)

Participants- of Di ffePent Ages.--0)der voucher tspondents were.
more likely than younger partloi pants to terminate their/ training before
completion becat4se of factors external to he pri;jram (Table 64).

. a e'

lej

a.
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k

TABLE 64

,

REASONS 'REPORTED AR EARLY TERMINATION OF INSTITUTIONAL TRAINING
BY AGE OF RESPbNDENT

(In Percentages)

1

External 54 67 78 72

Internal. 46 33' . 22 28

Voucher 'Regular

18-29 30 Years 18429 A( 30 Years .

Years or More Years' or More

Total % 100 , 100 100, . 100
-

(N) (24) (12) (36)., (18)

, ParLicipants With Different Educational Levels.- -The more.

educated voucher clients tpIre less likely to drop their training

tbecause of internal problem than wpre those with less education. We

find the samd trend in the regular system, where the less educated

participants -had more probl:mg with their training 'than did the with

more ,education (Table 65).

REASONS REPORTED FOR EAR

L

TABLE 65

_TERMINATION OF INSTITUTIONAL TRAINING

BY EDUCATION.
n Percentages))

Voucher

"less Than 12

12.Years Yea

Regular.

More Than Less, Than 12 More Than

12 Years 12 Year; Years 42 Years '"

External
'Internal

1

55 50
45 ' 50

71 . 71 ", 75 80

29 29 25 201

Total % 100 ' 100 100 , 100 , 100 100

.(N) (II) (18) (7)
. (17) (32) (5)

3
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When ooking,at all veucheY and all, regular respondents; we

found significant differenCes in the reason why they dropped their '

institutiodalotraining, more detailed examination revealed that there

are some subgroups of vouchered clients who do not conform to the-over-

all trend of dropping out for internal (training related) reasons. :

Volunteer women, participahts with* large families, older clients, and ,

thosewith more education were however more likely to terminate their,

training early for external reasons very much like the?conventional

WIN clients. Voucher clierits dropped

fort internal reasons regardless o'f age

Apparently vouchered students

with training than did their regular c

regulal- clients l'eceived additional, co

seor's'while still in training Howev

heir training most often

education or family size,

ad more difficulty in coping

unterpdrtsperhaps bec.ause

nIeLing from /heir WIIN coOn-

r some subgroups of voucher

'clsienti were more overwhelmed by the e tecnal responsibilities they

had and dropped their training for this reason as was. tbe case with

the regular clients. For sdch clients (especially older women with

heavy ,_responsibilities) it is apparently very difficult to cope with

the multiple demands Of their training andLtamily situations.,

1

r

0

b"
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IV. EARLY EMPLOYMENT PATTERNS

The efficacy of offering vouchers as an alternative to fhe

More traditional occupationalskill training offered, by WIN. would be

gueitionable if we found a significant difference in the labor force,

'participation of those who 8a;ticipatedfn the vollcher'systemand"
4
their counterparts irthe regular system. This chapterrmill examine

1

,6,e'earlyi' labor force behavior of ,both groups of WIN clients,.

A. Labor Force Behavior.First Three,
Months Following Training

-Major Hypothesis and Related Findings

As hypothesized ip Chapter II, the completion rates of vouchered

and honvOuchered WIN participant's were not significantly different(in

fact, they were nearly identical, 65%'of the vouchers; 6)%of the

regulars). The employmnt patterns oyhe two goups are,also exliected_

to be similar. For purposes ,of andlysis we therefore propose the

following null hypothesis:

There will be no significant difference
in the proportion of voucfiered and non-

, vouchered WIN cents inithe'labor force
the ficstthrep, months followihg training.

Voucher recipients were somewhat less likelyCthan regular

' trainees to have worked sometime during the first three months follow-

. ing training. I(Table 66). However, voychered recipients were not out.

of the Tabor force in larger proportions than the conventional trainees,.

rathet, a larger proportionLwere looking.for employment Infact,

alTost identical proportions oevouchered and Wonmjchered clients weer

out of the. labor force all of the' first three months tollowingtraining.'
.

ax
.

1This phase of the study follows theresPortdent for the first

three months after training. The Jest p.hae of this longitudinal study
will deal Umgreater depth'with thellonger term abof forte behavior

of the respondents.
4
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a

dNo labor force information for 12 respOndents.

TABLE 66

c

LABOR FORCE BEHAVIOR--FIRST THREE MONTHS
FOLLOWING INStITUTIONAL TRAINING

{In Percentages)

Voucher Regular

Working'

Looking for workb

Out of the labor forcec

Total '.7c.* .

(N)

;
4

45

22

33

53

' 15 ,

'32

e

100

(113-)

100'
(f50)8'

aInclude* respondents whd worked during any part of
the firstithi'de months after either completing or,d0Oping

training.

brncludes respondents who looked for work any part

of the first three months after training. EXcludes those

respondents who worked. .

cInctudes respondents who neither worked nor looked

for work-all of the first thqe months following training

s-

)

-Though there are differences in the early employment patterns '

of the vouchered and nonyouchered WIN clients, (more of the voucher

'clients were lollking for wqrk and more oyhe regular' clients were -;

working), the differ'ences do not prove to be statistically *ignifican1 t.2

When we pooled the data to examine the effects of training
_

system on. labor force-participation (sef e AppendiN,F, TAble-f-3 foy

results), we fOund that what at the grossrlevel was a negligible differ-

ence labor force participation.(67X of the vouchers and 68% oGthe

regulars in the labor lorce).widens once minor differences in group

compositibn are taken into account. 14 ffind lhat the estiniata'propor-

tion of 'regularparticipants in the labor force is'71 percent whileo

, I

.

2 z test wasused an it was not significant at the .1:15 level,
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the estimated proportion of the vouchered trainees is 64 percent: While

there'is more of a spread, the difference in the ;froportion of vouchered

and nonvpuchered WIN clients in the labor force is still not statisti-

'cally'significant.3 We therefore cannot reject Our null'hypothesis. In '

an effort to assess the.feasibility of vouchered training as an alterni-

tive methbd for acquiring occupational skill training, it is important

to see whether certain 'subgroups of WIN participants.tend to be more

successful in one or the other systems.
4 Does voucheringpositively.

effect the labor force participation of certain subgiro4s and negatively

-effect that of others? Are there certain 'subgroup's that are"unchanged

tiy voucFering? The section below will. examine subgroups unchanged by

.vouchering; subgroups who react similarly regardless of system.

Factors That Appear to Influence the Labor
Force Behavior, of Voucher and Regular
Clients Similarly Nouchering Did Not Make

a Difference)

Vie. -- Younger WIN participants Were less likely to be in the

labor force than were participants 30years of age or older., This was
0

the case fore-participants iintboth Ihe voucher and conventional WIN -

system (Table 67). 1

Type of School Attendede"--Respondents with public school train-

ing we 4e less likely. to be rnrthe labor force than those with private

school education regardless of whether they were vouchered or non -

vouchered students (Table 68).

The effect of school on labor force participation)was greater
.

for the vobchered respondents than those who went through the conven-

tional system. Vouchered respondents 'in public schools were the feast

likely of all respondents to be in the labor force.

3A z'test was used and it was not significant at. the .05 level.

4BecSUSe this phase of the study only follows -the pert(Cipants

for the first three months after training, except for overall findings,

we will compare the subgroups of regular and voucher clients on whilther

they were in the labor force (working' or looking for work will be
classpdlogetiher) or whether they Were out of the labor force entirely..

C
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TABLE; 67

. THE III LUENCE OF AGE ONeARLY LABOR FORCE PART16IPATIONa
(In Percentages)

O

0
Estimaled Proportion
In The Labor Force

Voucher Regular

All

18-29,ye'ars

30 years or more.". .

go

).

, . : .. : .

67

.62

75

;68

64

73

aAppendCx F, TableFv3 presents the Nil regression
results for voucher.and regular recipients.

TABLE 68

' THE INFLUENCE OF TYPE OF'SCH0a ATTENDED
ON LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATlONa

(In Percentages)

Es.timated Proportion

L The Labd:r Force

,Voucher Regular
ti

. All. 67 68,

Public school 59 . '67

Private schdol 73 69

a
Appendix F, Table F-3.presents the full regression

results for voucher and regular recipients. '

10P
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. . I

atisfaction With Training.--It was.expected that satisfaction

with training would have an impact on the labor force behavior of WIN

participants. This did not occur. Nearly. identical proportions

(estimated) of satisfi#1 as well as dissatisfied voucher and regular

respondents were out of the labor force--about a third. There was a dif: .

r .

fere., however, between respondents satisfied and dissatisfied with
f

their training in the speed with which they found a jot!. and began

working. Net of sociodeMOgraphic characteristics, type of saool

attended, completion rates, and training occupation, 47 percent of the...,

satisfied voucher'Clients and 59 percent of the satisfied regular
0, .

clients were working some part of the first three mogths following
.

training whereas 35 percent of the dissatisfied voucher clients and ,

32 percent-of the dissatisfied regular clients had jobs (Table 69).,
. . ,

.
)

TABLE 69

(In Percentages) 141

THE INFLUENCE OF SATISFACTION WITH TRAINING
6N LABOR FORCE PARTICIPOJONa -

Esti-lated Proportion of Labor Force
rarticipation'Rate

Working
Looking, 1)LiOf the

1
For WO MR Labor Force

, . .

V R, V 12 V R

All 45 53 22 15 31 32

Satisfied with training 47 59 19 10 33 31
Not satisfied with training. . . 35 32 34 32 31 36

a
Appendix F, Table F23 presents? the full regression 4esults

for voucher and regular recipients.

o .

While the,respogdents satisfied wih'their WIN training tended

to be concentrated at jobs or entirely out of the labor force, nearly

identical proportions of respondents dissatisfied with their_training
-4 4

were working, loOking for work and 'out of the labor force.
ft

It
1
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4

Education.--While respondents in both 5,stems with ewer than

12 years of education were slightly less likely to be in he labor

force than those with, more education, the most educated WIN partici-

, pants were tbe most likely to be working or looking f r work (Table 70).

While those in the voucher system with more than 12 ears of education

,were 3h most likely to be in the labor force,d,they ire at the same.

-time the least likely o 11 the other vouchepiparticipants to be work-

ing. The largest ftoportio erg looking fol,employment. However, regu-

lar WIN trainees with more th years,0/education were on the other'

hand more likely to be working an a otter regular participants.

4.

TABLE 70

THE INFLUENCE OF EDUCATION ON EARLY
LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATIONa

(In Percentages)'

rib
Estimated ProportiOn
In The Ldboj Force

Voucher Regiitar

'All a (17 : 68

'Less tHan 12 years 64' 6D

12 years , 66 70

More than 12 years 74 ,. 70

-,-

a4pendix F, Table F-3 presents the full regression
results for voucher and regular recipients.

1CompletiOnStatuS.--While completing.One's training had a consid-
..

erable effect on one's labor force-participation it had the same effect
.

on vouchered and nonvouchered respondents. Only 55 percent (estimated

qropOrtion.independht of demographics, training occupation, type of

,School attended, and training satisfaction) of the voucher and 54 percent.

of the,regular paIrticipantt.whohad not completed their--a-aining were in

the labog forceacogpared to 77 percent of the voucher and 87 percent of

llthe regularW1N partilipantg who completed their training. It bears

repeating that the present phase of the longitudinal study only follows

1 1 ts



-99-

the participants for three months after their training. -In order to

conclude whether the completion of vocational education adds to the

probability'of long term employment, we must wait for the last pha

. of this.study.

Factors That Appear to Influence the Labor
Force Behavior df Voucher and Regular Clients
Differently (Voucherinq Made a'Differencel

For certain subgroups of WIN participants vauchering aged

Or

i
their labor force participation patterns. While particular bgroups

/

Were more likely to be in the labor force because of voucher ng,

.certain others were'less likely. The setfion below will examine the
e

effect of vouchering
,

on these subgroups. l
/

t /

Sex and Program Status.--While male WIN participg is were most
.

likely to be in the labor fatce.andvolunteer WIN part i fants were .

least likely to be in the labor force regardless of whit er they were

vouchered or unvouchered students, mandatory women reai Wc d
i

idfferently")i

depending op the training sysSem,they-were in (Tablep7 . Voudhered
_

women with mandat6ry program status'were considerably re likely to

...
be out of the labortforceVhan their regular WINcoun ,rparts.

. c
cm

TABLE 71

THE INFLUENCE OF SEX AND PROGRAM BT US

ON EARLY LABORORCE PARTICIPATION
(Fri'Percentages)

r

.

Esftm ed PropoPticrn

ln!T6e Labor Force

Vout14r Regular

All li 68
r -

4 p .

Male ' 00' , 73

Mandatory female? t,52; 71

Volunteer female
55'

64

,

aAppendix F,,,'Table F-3 presents' the full regression?
results for voucher and regular recipients.

ff
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Training Occupation.--While training occupation exerted a con-

ikderable influence on whether respondents were in or oUtof the labor

force the first three months` following their.vocational training so too

did vouchering (Table 72).

TABLE 72 /
THE INFLUENCE OF TRAINING OCCUPATION
sON,EAFILY LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATIONa

. (In Percegtages) _

Esti tedfroportion
In e Labor Force

a

Voucher .Regular

.

. Ali
1

67 68

..

Professional, technical: 0

administrative s39 69°

,

IIV
.

Clerical . 80 66

Blue collar it 44 82

Servicd 77 62

4(
aAppendix F, Table F-3presents the full regression

results for vodEher and regular recipients.

There Was.a greal deal of variation in the estimated proportiont

in the labor force depending upon training Occupation. This was par-

ticularly true of the vouchered respondents. Vouchered respondents'
4-1

with professional, technical, administrative, or blue collar training

orpations Were Tess likely to be in the labor force than those pre-

paring for clerical or service occupation's.

Of the regular respondents approximately one-third of those

with service on white collar training were out of the labor force.

Whip thosh with blue collar and professional training were more likely

to to in the labor force if they went through Che conventional system,

,those with clerical or service occupations who went'through the voucher

system were morelikely to be in the labor force.

f k

1 1 ')
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Family Size.--It seemed reasonably likely that those people

with larger, families might have more di4ficulty leaving the home to"

either look for a job or to work. It, was not saprissing, therefore, when

we found that voucher' respondents with four or more dependents...were the

least,likeitto be in the labor force. This trend however was not the

same f.or regular respondents. Nearly identical proportions of respon-

dents with the smallest and largest families were out of the labor

force, while those with medium size families were the most likely to -

be in the labor force (Table 73).

TABLE 73 /

THE INFLUENCE OF FAMILY SIZE ON BOR FORCE PARTICIPATIONa
(tn Percent ges)

Estimated Proportion
In The Labor Force

Regular,

All 68
. .

... .

,67

/. 0-1 dependents
t

76 63 1

2 -3 dependents i 69 74

,4 br mord dependents
t

. .-. 40 65

aAppendix F. Table F-3 presents the full regression
'results for.voucher and regul r recipients.

Experiences Unique to the Voucher System,
and Its Effect on Labor Force Behavior

Self-Assessment Counselinq.--There is a continuing interest.in

.the effect of self-assessment'counsef.ing on voucher participants. As

described 4arlierthose clients 'who used the process'were somewhat

less satisfied with their training but considerably more likely tot

complete it. Though this may appear to be ,a contradiction at first,

after some careful thought a possible explanation emerges.

Self-assessment conseling is a process which actively involves

the client. Atthough,one.may be satisfied and comfOrtable with what-

ever decision was made as a result of the counseling, it is stilt'

t..)
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.possj.ble to be less satisfied with the actual training than those who

did not use the process. This may be the result pf higher expectations

or a basic disappointment with the overall educational system. However

a basic satisfaction with the decisionis still likely to'have the

effect of increasing the probability of completing .,the train1ing.
'

Whatever effect self-assessment counseling had on the training

experiences of vbuchered participants seems not to have carried through

beyond completion of training (see Appendix F, Table F-3 for details).

It seems quA ite reasonable that the self.assessment effects would not

influence labor force participation except for perhaps the training

relatedness of one's occupation. A later section of-this chapter will

address this issue.' a.

Summary of Findings Related to Early 4 -*
Labor Force Participation 1'

Approximately 66 percent of both the vtOrhe and regular par'
,

iicipahts in our study were in the labor force al) or part of the first

three months following their institutional training. %A slightly lar/ger

proportion of voucher efients than regular Clients were stilt looking
4
for jobs'and were in fact not working.

Regression estimates of the net association of various factors
/.

with labor force participation indicate that it was not equally dis-

tr.ibuted among all cl'i'ents but varied aMong respondents With different

sociodem6yraphic chara5teritiCs, training occupations and completion

rates. Treiming occupltion, family size,, sex 'and program status:.and,

completion of'training each had an importagt effect On the extent to

which one participated in the labor 'force.' Often factors associated

with labor force.participation were the same regardless of whether an
-

individual was .in the vouchec or regular system. Sometimes there Are

difference*. Included are two summary tables (Tables, 714A and 74B)

which display the variables in the order of ieir effece on. labor force

participation, controlling for all other variables in the regression

model, and a third table (740 which shoWS the effects of voychering

fo-teach subgitup of 'respondents.

For vodchered *lees-, training satisfaction had less effect

'on the probability of entering the labor force' allin-cl
/
id training

4

LI
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TABLE 74A

ESTIMATED NET PROPORTION OF VOUCHER RESPONDENTS
IN THE LABOR FORCEa

S

Voucher

(N)

Sex /Program Status

Male - 1.00 (25)

Mandatory female 52 (24)

Volunteer female. 55 -(63)

Trai.ni ng Occupation
.

_Professional, technical, administrative..: 39 (14)

Clerical 80 (57)

Blue collar J. 44 , (24)

Service 7 77. (18)
,

.

6.

Dependents
0-1 1

76 -(38)

_2-3 .
69 (57) ...

- 4 or more 40 '(18)' V
Complc lon Status

.°

Completed
'i

7.7 72)

Dropped 55 8)

Type of School Attended
--.. i. . , .

Pala,' i c 1 -----59----___ ( )

Private' 73 7-(61.1)

..,,

18-29 years : .77. 62 r ( 9)

30 years or more:...

Education
, Less ,than 12 leers 64 (24)

12 years 66 (70)

'More' than 12 years 74 (19),.

75

Training let' s f aft ion

Satisfied
r

Not satisfied

e 67 61)'

9 (22)

aAppendix F, Table F-3 presents the full regression
results for:voucher and regulartreciiiients.

1 t

a .

It!
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TABLE 74B

ESTIMATED NET PROPORTION OF REG(LAR RESPONDENTS
' tN THE LABOR FORCEa

4

?

""'

.

-

,...

--

I

.

,e

t.

Regular

(N)

i

Completion Status
87
54

69
66

82
62 .

'

63

65

60

70

70.,
/

,

(85)
(56)

(12)

. (82)

(23)

' (33)

.(3N
(52)

(1W

(49)

(87)

(23)

Completed
Dropped.,

Training Occupation
k

Professional, technical, administrative
Cletical v

Blue Collar%
Service

Dependents
'"-,ca.0 -i

.

2-3 -,..n.

-.,,' , ),

.

4 or more.-,-,r

Education
Less than 12 years ''

12 years
More than 12 years

.

- Ag_e....

0

.

18-29 years
30 yars or more

Sex /Program Status

.

,

%

4

.

64

73

73

71

64

.

Mal

Mandatory femdle
Volun'teer female

(8k)
.

--41a-4)
. .

.1.

.41111.)
(31) *

'(62) .44,
.../"." r

Training Satisfaction
-,

Satisfitd 49 (114)

Not vt1sfied ,, .1.
.

, 64 ' (30)
....-

Type of School Attended s. , .
i..

Public /
. - 67 (63)

Private 69 (87)

4-- ,,: :--. aAppendix F, Table F-3, presents

,

the full regiression

I results for voucher and regular recipients.
. ,.,

.
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INFLUENCES 'N THE PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS WHO WERE OUT
6
OF THE BOR FORCE AND CHAKGES DUE TO VOUCHERINGa

(1n.Percemtages)

Estimated Proportion Out
Changes

Of the Labor Force
Due to

.t

s
Voucher Regular

Vouchering

All .. 33 32 +01

Male 4 - 27 N____,. :22.

Misndatorrfemale 48 29 4.12

Volunteer female 36 +09
.

I

Fewer than 12 year education 36 40 ' 04

.
12 years educations ' 34 30

. ?Oil:. More ther(12 years-education 26 30
(-/

18-29 yeari,prd 38

, 30 years or ol4er ,... 25

0-(dependents 24

2-3 dependents 31

... 4 or mere dependents 60
.

.

. Public school i. 4 41
PEivate school. .

.
27

a* .

,

Professronal, technical,
administrative training 61

Clerical training 20

Blue collar training 56

Service training .23

Completed training '2)
. .

Dropped training 45

.4,

Satisfied with training .33

Not satisfied with training 31

36

'427
. _

+02

-02 1
. .

-

37. '-i'il

26 +05,

35 Ilk

33 ' +08

31 . -04

,

31 +30
:-

34 =T4
J8 21.§.

38
. .±.1-5.

.

, 13 4 +10

46 -01

31N. +02

36 ,-05 e

aAppendix F, TSble F-3 presents the full regression results
forImucher and regularirecipients:

b"Especially" large (underscored).effects of voucherjng 'are
those lying outside the -9 and +11 range.

4
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,

occupation, family size or sex and program 'status, (Table 74A). rain-

ing occupation had the greatest influence on the labor -force participa-

tion of the voucher recipients. Whereas an estimated 61 percent of the

voucher respondents with professional, technical or administrative

'training Aupations werwout of the labor farce, only 20 percent of

the vouchr respondents with cleric4I occupati6ns were. 'And while an

estimated 24 percent of. the voucher respondents with small families

were out of the labor force, 60 percent of those with large familids

were working (Table 74A). 4

For regular respondents completion of training had the greatest

r 'influence on labor force participation: Sex had less impact than it

die for the voucher olients,-while the effect of program status was

relatively Larger.

Vouchering vocational trainirig.did make a difttrence to the

labor force participation of some subgroups of traihees.v Relative toS.
their regular counterparts, Lt inereased the labor force pai-ticipation

of males, those with small famitlies, and thbs'e who prepared for Stevite

or clerical occupations. Vouchering decreased the labor force partici-
.

pation of women who were-required to participate in the WIN program,

'those with large families, and those.wiEE either prof/ssiopal, technical,

administrative or blue colTar training occupations. For,mailsuligroups,,

there were almost no changes, indicating perhaps that the method for

acquiring Ocapat.ional skills had lesellInfluence on labor force partici7
.
pation than other factors. Those with more than 12 years of education,

those 30 years of gage or older, those attending private schools, those

who Complete training and those withmedium sized families were likely

.7k.e to particip t4 in(the' labor force regardless of whether they-were

vouchere or nonvouchered trainees. Women who were voluntarily par-
.

ticipating in the WIN program, those with less than 12years of educa-

tion, those between 18 and,29 years of age, and those who dropped their

training were less likely to be in the labor force, whether they were

in the voucher or conveptional*WIN system.

t

.a

MM.
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Reasons 'foe Not Participat nq
-in the Labor Force.

Table 75 preseets the reasons voucher and regular respondent,

gave for not participating in.ihe labor force the first three months'

folfoing their training. The main reasons regular clients gave for

, r lack of participation were familj, obligations, personal' illness, and
/

I.*.

enrollment in new non-WIN training prOgrams.5

w ,

I ,TABLE '75

REASONS AEPORTED FOR NOT.. PARTICIPATINOIN THE LABOR FORCE
... In Percentages)

.
,s.,.. .-

a j".
. Reasons Repcorted: 1- Voucher Regbar

.

4 Personal 11101ess .1) '21

' Family obligations g 41 30

Still in WIN traininga 11 . 30 .

New training (non-WIN gaining) 22 11
.

Transportation problems 5
c-

2 . :

vs

No interest in werking ..... ...: 5 2

Financiallt.better off not working 3 -
.. .

g

Not qualified taNcorjg 3 4 /..'Total % ' 101 190

,(N) (37) r '(4)
-, -

"
aEleven pereent of-the voucher clients and 30 per-

-cent Of the,regUldfDients-who w4re: not in. 'the .labor force

had not. completed their WfN trainkniat the time of the ' "

interview. " . .

7

Votaller clients reported that their family obligations were the

,mpin reason they were not working or looking fOr work. I) health and

.
involvement in further educition were also important. reasons for keep-

ing voucher clients from'-participating in the labor force.6

' 5Refers,to non-WIN training:, Includesself-suppbrted training

awell as other government suppOrt.
.

tEleven,percent of-the voucher 'clients ana 30 percent of the
regular clients who were not in the labor force had not comp)eted their .

' WIN training at the ,time of the interview, , ,
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1

Equally small proportions of both voucher2and regular respon-

0 dents feltunqualifiedglor.a job. The suspicion.thatvr4Ifare people

are not interested in working is certainly not substantiated here.

Only one regular and two vbucher respondents said theY1rwere "just not

Interested in working."

11. The regular respondents were More likely to be out of.the

labor force because of personal Hines? than the vou'eggclients,

while the voucher ckient0Taire more likely to be out because of family

obligations.

Clearly, except for a large proportion of voucher el,ients in

newnoa-WIN ['raining programs, the-lwo groups were out of the labor

force ra,11a same reasons.4 An examination of, subgroups of the pOpula-

don will indicate whether certain subgroups tend to differ from .the

2overall -group-in reasons°for lack of participation.7 'We are partieu-

-* larly interested in whether females, those with large families,,and

those who were younger, werenot working bedause of.family bbligations.

Male and Female Participants.--We found as expected that while

almost one-half Of the voucher andond=third e4 the regular women who

were not in the labdr fOree had family obligations keeping them from

working, none of -the male respondents in either group claimed this as

a 1-eason. (The very small N for males makes any findings susdeet.)`

With only two exceptions, the only reason men gave for not being in

the labor foece was training, either:WIN training or new additional

Flo -WIN trainihg (Table,76). .

All of the respondentsreporting a disirherest in working were

women. It is possible that though not explicitly stated their dis-

' 'nearest was due to an interest in raising children.

j

J 4

- 7Siice the N's are rather small, we will emphasize trends
rather than absolute values. ,

123*
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TABLE , 76

REASONS REPORTED FOR NOT PARTICIPATING IN THE LABOR FORCE BY SEX
(In PerCentages)

Aeasons ,Reported

Voucher Regular

Males Females Males Females

.

Personal iilness ... . 25

A

9 - 24-
,r

Family Obligations ' - 46 33 ,

Still in.\WIN traininga 25 9 100 21

New training (non7WIN training) 25 21 - 12

Transportation problems 25 3 2

No interest in working' 2

inancially better off not working
Not qualified to work 1, 3 5

Total %
(N )

100

(4)

100 ,

(33)

100 ,

(5)

99
(42)

alnterview conducted beforerespo dents finished their

training program.
.

Participants of Different Ages. -- Though younger participants 4

were slightly more likely to have transportation problems and older

participants were somewhat more likely to be out of the labor force

for medical reasonsq, we found no startling differences in the ,reasons

younger andnolder WIN. participants stayed out of the labor force

(Table 77).

Participants and Their Families.--Surpfisingly, those-with

larger families were not out of the labor force because of family,,

obligations. any more often than people with smaller families (Table 78).

In fact, though the differences in'the proportions are small for

voucher cljents, the reverse is true...

Fotr regular respondents, because we have no dependency informa-

tion for 26 percent of those who were out of the labor force the,first

three months follo4ing training, we suggest that the reader be cautious

about placing too,much significance on the findings. We found that

regtNIr respondents with larger families (two or more dependents).were
AM

more.iikely to be out of the labor force because of family obligations.

'N,11-4m.w. it

,)

r
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TABLE 77

`11P

REASONS REPORTED FOR NOT PARTICIPATING IN THE LABOR FORCE BY AGE
(In Percentages)

Reasons Reported

a Voucher Regular"

18-29 30 Years s 18-29 30 Years

Years or More Years or More

Personal illness 9 13 18 29

Family obligations 41 40 33 -21

STIII in WIN traininga ' 9 13 27 36

New training (non -WIN traintng) 23 20 12 7

Transportation problems 9 , - 3 . -

toeinterest in working..... 5 7 3

Financially better off not working - 7 - -

,Not qualified to work.. .. . ..1 5 3 7

Total X, 101 100 99 100

(N) (22) (15) (33) (14)

almterview conducted before respondents finished their training program.

TABLE 78

, REASONS REPORTED FOR NOT PARTICIPATING IN THE LABOR FORCE BY FAMILY SIZE
(In Percentages)

Reasons RePortea

Voucher . Regular°

0-1 2-3
4 or 4 or

0 -I 2-3
More More

Personal illness 9 11 12 33 13 29

Family obligations 45 39- 38 8 31 29

Still in WIN crainingb 18 6 12 33 31 43

New training (non-WIN training) 18 28 12 8 13 -

Transportation problems , 6 12 8 .
No interest in working 411 9 6 - 8 -

Financially better off not working..,. i - 12 -
9 :, -

Net qualified to work 6 - 13 -

Total I.

(10,

99 102 ,913 98 101 101

(II) (18) (8) (12) (16) (7)

awe have no dependency information for 26 Percent of those regulars who were out of
A the labor force. :

b Interview conducted before respondents finished their training program.

2

l

we
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It appears, then, that voucher and regulaf clients were'out of

the.laborforce.for similar reasons. Women tended to be"out primarily

because of family obligations while ien were either in n4w or old
. ....

training programs. Agehad little impact on the reasons why respon-

dents did not partidipate.. Voucher respondents with large families did

not stay out of the labor force because of Xamilrobligatons more often
,\

thaq those with small families (but odr data op the family size of

regular respondents is guestionablebecause:,of a lack of information).

We will now look at just the people-who were working the first

-three months following training Co see the gffects of voucher and,

regular institutional training on job, and ealao4 satisfaction.

IN

. Worki in Train'n OCcu ation rstTAree
Months Followin Trainin

Major Hypothesi%.and Related Findings

Because it has been our contentioy that theiemployment atterns

of the voucher and,regularsWIN particip is ill be similar, we propose'
/

the following.null hypothesfs for purposes of analysis:

Of,OROse respondents working; there will .
be no significant difference in the,pro- o

portion of vouchered and nonwouhered WIN
clients working in occupations for which'

,

they were trained.

The data suggest that a mdjority of WIN participants working

all or part of the first three months following training were working

in their, training Occupation (Table 79). Wtfile a slightly larger pro-

portion of voucher clients han regular clients had jobs at a higher

level than their straining occupation, they also had jobs at lower

levels in larger proportions as wel1.8

8For a comparison of first job level and training occupation )
- . N

level, both were given a value based on the.following code: j

1 Professional 0 Caw"clerical ..... ,..-. 4
w Subprofessional I Craft 5

Managerial 2 Operative , 6 .

High clerical 3 Service 7
.,

The codes for' the training occupation and first job were then compared.
o

. ....5

t....,
... *

1
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fr

L TABLE 79 -

TRAINING OCCUPATION AND FIRST JOBa

' (In Percentages) -

Voucherb7 Regularb

.

Tzaining,dccupationind
'

first job same , 55 66

First job higher than
training occupation . 31 24

First job lower than
training occupation 14 10 APY

--- -Total % 100- 100

(N) (51) (8o)

aWe only followed the respondents for Ple first

three months after training>

%These proportions are only of those working some
part or all' of, the first three months after trainhg.

While there are differences in the proportion working in their

training occupation and at higher and lower levels, none of these

differences prove to be statistically significant.9

WheLl'we pooled the data to examine the effects of training

-system on working in one's training occupation (see Appendix F, Table

,F-4 for results), we found that grdss difference-in proportion of

,clientt working in training occupation some part of the first

three months following trailing (55% of the vouchers and 66% of the

regulars) spread ou.t slightly once minor differences in group composi-'

tion were taken into account. We find that the estimated proportion

of regular participants working in their training occupation is 68

percent while theKestimated proportioh among vouchered trainees is

53 percent. While there is more of a spread the difference in the

proportion of vouchered and Konvouchered WIN clients working in their

.9A z test was usedlo test the'significanCe of differences

between proportions. It was not significant at the .05 level..
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training occupation is not statistically signifiCant,10 and we cannot

reject our null hypothesis.

4
- 4

Factors That Appear to Influence Whether
Voucher and Regular Clients are Working
in Their Training Occupation Similarly
(Vouchering Did Not Make 'e'Dilference)

Completion Status.--As we codid have predicted, clients who

completed their training were considerably more likely to have been

working in their training o4ccupation some part or all of the first

three months f011owing their institutional training (Table 80).

TABLE 80

THE-INtLUENCE OF COMPLETION STAT4S ON WORKING IN TRAINING
OCCUPATION DURING THE FiRST-THREE MONTHS

FOLLOWING TAAININGa
(In Percentages) _

$

,Estimated Proportion Working
In Training Occupation

Voucher Regular

AM 55 66

Completed training 60 ' 72.

Dropped training. 44 51

a Appendix F, Table F-4 presents the'iukLreeession .
. results for voucher and regular recipients. )

This is the..enly variable-that affected respondents similarly

regardless of which s4tem they were part of. All of tfie other vari-

ables had ,a different impact on respondents depending thetr traininr- .

experiences.

. k
.

.

10
A z test was used to test the significance.of differences

between proportions- It was not significant at the .05 level..

12

a

4$o
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Factors That Appear to Influence the Job
of Voucher and Regular Clients Differently
(douchering Made a Difference)

For certain Subgroups of WIN participants vouchering changed

whether they were working in their training occupation during the

fir-St three months following training or net. Wile Rarticular sub-

groups were more likely to be working in the occupation for which they

were trained because of vouchering, certain others were legs likely.

The sectiofi below will examine the effect of vouchering on these

subgroups. :

Sex and Program Status.--Neither sex nor program status had

much of an impact on whether people in the vouchered system worked in

their training occupation any time during the first three months follow-

int training (Table 81). Though men and volunteer women were more

likely than,mandatory women to be worktrrg in the occupation for which

they prepared, the diffel:ences in estimated proeortions were

Sex and program status did have more of an influence on

whether nonvouchered individuals worked in their training occupation.

Men were the most likely while mandatory females were the'least likely

to work n their training occupation. Fdlnafes voluntarily in, the WIN

program werg not as likely as males te be working in their training

occupation the way they werein the vouchered system.

TABLE 81

THE INFLUENCE OF lktt AND PROGRAM STATUS ON WORKING
IN TRAINING OCCUPATION DURING FIRST THREE

MONTHS FOLLOWING TRAININGa
(In-Percentages)

Estimated Proportion Working
In Training Occupation '

VouC)1,r, Regular

A l l . ... . . 54 \\ 66

Male. . . . __. 55 . .73
Mandprory f- aie _. 46 -53

- Volunteer fe le ' 55 61

.... . _

2 a Appendik F, Table F-4 presents the full regression _
results for Noucher and regular recipients.

*19 i
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Education.--In both the voucher and regular system, the least

edpcated were the most likely to be working at jobs for which they

were trained (Figure 3), though education did not .seem to have much

of are effect on the probability of regular respondents working in

their training occupation. Vouchered t4ainees with more than 12 years

of education were considerably less likely than all other 'voucher

clients and regular clients with the same level of education to be

waking in the occupation for which they were trained -.

.

FIGURE 3

ESTIMATED PROPORTIONS OF VOUCkiER AND REGULAR CLfENTS

WHO WORKED IN THEIR TRAINING OCCUPATION
THE FIRST THREE MONTHS AFTER TRAINING

BY EDUCATION

7

Percent Who
Worked'In
Training

Occupation

100

90

,80

70'

60

50

40

30

'20

10

- Voucher
Regular

A, yaA

.113

Less Than
12 Years

,

12 Years.

Education

o

More Than
12 Years

.
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Am.--Voucher clients less than 30 years of age were less

liely'toa be working in'tlieir training occupation the first three.'

months following training than older respondents. In the regular

system, the reverse is true. Those older were less likely to be

working in their training occupation. Most startlinge,isthe negative

effect vouchering had on younger respondents (Figure 4). We'will be

examining reasons why individuals were not working ifiktheir training

occupation at-the end of this section.

FIGURE 4
L ,

ESTIMATED PROPORTIONS OF VOUCHER AND REGULA CLIENTS

WHO WORKED IN THEIR TRAINING OCCUPATI
THE FIRST THREE MONTHS AFTER TRAINING

BY AGE

"Percent Who

Worked In
Training
Occupation

100

90

80.

i.

NMVoucher
Regillar

20

'10

18-29 .. 10Years

Years or More.:5,' cA''''

Age

ItO
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Training Occupation.--Quite clearly, those in the voucher

syetem with ?rofessional, technical:administrative or clerical occupa-

tions were 1.1like.iy to,be working in their field while those trained

in blue collar or service occupations were likely to do so. We find

the reverse to be true in the regular system. Those in the professional

or clerical fields were much more likely to be working in that area

(F)gure 5).

, FIGURE 5 -

ESTIMATED PROPORTIONS'OF VOUCHER AND REGULAR CLIENTS

WHO WORKED IN THEIR TRAINING OCCUPATION'
THE FIRST THREE MONTHS AFTER TRAINING

BY TRAINING OFCUPATION

100

90

80 .

70

Pei-cent Who,
60

Worked In
Training 50 ..
Occupation
.

40,

I-

0
20

10

- Voucher

MI, Regular

Professional, Clerical

Technical,

Adminthrative

Blue Collar

,0

Training Occupation

Service

4r
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- Training Occupation and Occupation in Mind When Entering W N. --

. Those vouchered and regular WIN participants who had an occupation n

mind When they entered WIN-and were trained in 'that same occupation,

were the most likely to be Working in that occupation following

ing (Tabla 82).

TABLE 82

6
INFLUENCE OF RELATIONSHIP 'BETWEEN TRAINING OCCUPATION AND OC PAtION,

IN MIND WHEN ENTERING WIN ON WORKING IN TRAINING OC ATION,
DURING FIRST THREE MONTHS FOLLOWING TRAINING

(In Percentages)

Estimated Proportion Working
In Training Occupation

Voucher Regular

All 55 66
-

Training occupation and ofitupation
in mind same 63 72

Training occupation was at a higher
level than occupation in mind
when entering W1Nb 53c 34c

I
Training'occupation was at a lower

level than occupatioN-MT-Mtnd
when entering WINb 1.6c 69-C

No occupation iPmind when entering WIN. 45
. ;

66

a
Appendix F, TablesF-4:presents the full regression relults for

voucher and regular recipients.

'b
- For-a , comparison of training occupation and occupation in
mind when entering WIN, both were given a value,based on the following
codes: ,,

,/ Professional -1 0 Low clerical 4
Subprofessional 1 Craft 5
Managerial ' 2 Operative 6 6
High clerical 3 Service 7

4 , c
Mese'estimated proportions may be unreliable due to small N's.

a
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We found hOwever, that those regular participants who had no occupation

in mind when entering WIN were only slightly less likely to be working

in the occupation for which they were trained, whereas the vouchered

participants who had no particular occupation in mind were considerabce-'77a-"\

lesslikely to be doing so.' It is quite possible that those regular

WIN participants who had.no training occupation in mind were pressured *.'

by their WIN counselors to think carefully about their interests,

talents, and abilities and to decide orp.an occupation which they would

like to work in following training. While self-assessment counseling

was availtable to the voucher clients Who did not know what training

they were interested in nor what best suited their talents and abilities,

it was only an option and not a requirement. i
o

, We found that those voucher participants who"used the self- .

assessment counseling were in 4act more. likely to have worked in their

training occupation than those who did not. This difference in WIN

staff intervention may have had the effect of causing vouchered clients

with no occupation in mind to select one in a less-than-thoughtful

mannNand to select an occupation which they were unlikely to work in

following training. It is also:possible that ,the WIN staff placed

regular partiCipants in jobs more often than'vouchered participants.
,t°

It is interesting to note that for those voucher clients whose

training:occypapon was at a lower level than the occupation they

origin-ally had in mind when entering WIN it was almost guaranteed that

4. they would not work in their training occupation following training.

For regular WIN participants, a highei- levet training occupation than

occupation in mind when entering-WIN produced a srmilar effect. One.

can Speculatb thai this Aifference is due, at least in parts to differ-

ences in the expectations of vouchered and regular clients. Voucher

clients beause they were part of'an "experimental" pt'ogram might have

had higher expectations than regular participants'. Irwis not ar all

unreasonable for them to be disappointed that their training occupation

was not what they originally planned and that it was.in fact% less

prestigious occupation. Regular WIN participants with higher level

training occupation than-they anticipated*may have felt less.confident

when left on their ownsand therefore less likely to beK§workLng in the

occupation for which they were trained.
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Summary of findings Related to Working
in One's Training Occupation

Fifty-five percent of the voucher and 66 percent of the regular

clients whlkworked dui:ing the first 'three months after training, worked

in the occupation for which they were trained.

Regres44on esamates of the net assotiation.of,variOus factors

with working in their training occupation indicated that it was,not

equally distributed among all clients but varied among respondents with

different sociodemographix charaettristics, training occupation and

completion rates. The variables, relationship between training occppa-.

''tion, and occupation in mind when ehtering WIN, training occupation,

and satisfaction.with training each had an important independent effect

on the extent to which one Marked in one's training occupatiOn. Oten

various factors associated with working in one's training occupation '

were different depending on'whether an individual was in the voucher or

regular system.

followipg are two summary tables (Tables 83A and 83B) which

display the variables in the order of thelr`effect on working in one's

training occupation, controlling for all the variables 'in the regression,

model, and a third Tables83C which snoww.the effect's of vouchen,ing4

mmwithih subgroups. <._ ' .

or vouchered .individuals, the relationship between training

occupation and the Occupation one had in mind when entering WIN had

the dreatest iqfluence on working in one's training occupation. Where=

as 16 percent of the voucher clients with lower training occupations

than occupations in mind when entering WjN were likely to be working

in the occupation for which they prepared, not surprisin4ly 63 percent

of those 'whose training occupation nd occupation in ind,were the same

were working in that occupation. Sex and program stet had less impact

on whether a clbrit was working in his or her training occupatiop than

did training,occupation, age, eduCatiod, and training status.

For regular respondents, the relationship between training

occupation and occupatioelp mind when entering WIN had the greatest

influence onworking in one's training occupation. %Family size had

C
-416,

1

less impact than it did-tor vouchei clients, while sex anir program

gtatus, satisfaction wit' training and training status had more effect:
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TABLE 83A 1

1

. 'ESTIMATE) NET PROPORTION OF VOUCHER RESPONDENTS
WORKING IN THEIR TRAINING OCCUPATION DURING
THE FIT THREE MONTHS> FOLLOWING TRAININGa. ' 4.

Voucher

.0.

(N)

.

-

t

'Relationship Between Training Occupation e

63

53
16'

45

31

51

68

60

44
74

59

57
37

44

56

47
56

i
1r

'

(34).'

(3)

(4)

(10)

(4)

(26)

(10
(9)

(32)

(19)

(9)

(35)

(7)

,,,(35)

(16)

. 0

(14)

(23)

and Ongipation in Mind When Entering WIN
Training occupation and occupation ,

in mind same.,
Training occupatton higher
Training occupation lower s

No Occupailon.in mind-when entering WIN
.

.

Training Occupation
i

.

Profeselonal, technical, administratiye
Clerical

$Blue Collar
Service .

6.9.t

18 -29 years
.

.

30 years or more

Education (

.
Less than 12 years
t21 years '

More than 12'years 7

,Completion Status .

Completed t°,

Dropped '

, Sex /Program Status .

Male
1

Mandatory female 1

.'
Volunteer female .

..

a Appendix F, Table F-4 presents the full regression

twesults for voucher and regular recipients.

, A ,
'a

kL

e

a -

f.
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ESTIMATED NET PROPORTION OF REGULAR RESPONDENTS
WORKINGN THEIR TRAINING OCCUPATION DURING ,

THE FIRST THREE MONTHSFOLOWING TRAININGa,

NJ'

. .
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TABLE 83B \ ,

or`

Regyar

(N)

Relationship Between Training Occupation
and Occupation in Mind When Entering WIN
Training ocOupption and occupatibn .

.. ' In mind same 72 (46)

Training occupation higher 34 (9) t

Training occupation lower 69 (6)

t Nq occupation in mind who en ring WIN, 66 . _(19)
.

$
,

Training Occupation
,

, ; ,

' 'Professional, technica17--administrative,%% 79 (6)

, , Clerical . , 70 (42)

Blue collar.., ' , 92 . (15)

Service
.. .. 64. (17)

I
Completion Status

A Completed 72 ' (i),
#. Dropped -, o,..'" . 51 (22)

r Sex /grogram Status

Male, 4 73 "(13) '

Mandato y female 53' 2
Voluntee emale, 61 (25)

,

i Ace ,)

18-29 years 2 (40)
...

... .
30 years or, more

..K. 60 (40)

education ,

_Less than 12 years . 69'' (18)

'"12 years r
64 (46)

.

More than 12 years 67

--N

(16)

-

gAlipendixF, Table F4.pLesents the full regression

results for you'aier and regular recipients.

Alb

1

1 3 s. r
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. TABLE 83C

INFLUENCES ON THE PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS WHO,WiRE WORKING
IN THEIR TRAINING OCCUPATION FIRST THREE MONTHS FOLLOWING

TRAINING AND CHANGES-DUE TO VOUCHERINGa
(In Percentages)

4
Estimated Proportion
Work in Their Changes, .

Training Occupation Due to
Vouchering

:ct
Voucher Regular

0

6

All

,
Male it

Mandatory fprale
Volunteer female

. -

Fewer than:I2 years education__
12 years education e
More than 12 years education

18-29 years old
30 years or 'older .

Professio)1, /ethnical,
0

administ alive training
C,Lerical training..
Blue collar training'
Service training

oCompleted training 4

Dropped, training ;
/

..

Trainirig occupation and occupation
in mind when entering WIN same

'

z'

..

55

,56

47

56

59

57

37

44
74

31
51

.68

60

60
44

63

53

16

45

66

73

53

61

69.

64
67

72

60

79
70

52'

64 .

72.

51

72

34
69

66

.

1

-11

-17

-06

-05

-10

-07
-30

r
-28

+14

-48

-19
+16

c'

,/

-

p

-04
.

-12

-07

-09,

'1'124

:..52

;!-21

Training occupation higher
Training occupation lower
No occupation in mind when
entering ON - '

aAppendix F, Table F4 presents th'e fullregression results
for voucher and regular recipients. '

b"Espetially" large (underscored) effects of vodeNEripg are
those lying outside the -21,and -1 range.

," 1440k

a - t

I3 J'

-Se
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, 11 '

VoUchering vocational training did effect the proportion work-

ing in tfieir, training occupation. Relative to their regular counter-

'parts, it increased the proportion of older respondents, those with

blue collar training occupations, those with small families, and those

whose training occupations were at a higher level than the occupation

they originally had in mind when entering WIN who were working in

their trap,ling'sccupation some part or all of the fipst,three months

following training.
4

P Vouchering decreased the proportion of respondents with more

than 12 years of education, those between 18 and 29 years of age,

those with professional occupation, and thosre whose training occupa-

tion was lowerthan the occupation they originally had in mind,who

worked, in their training occupation. ioi-"many subgroups, there were

almost no changes indicating that the method for acquiring occupa-

tional skills had 'less of an influence on working in one's training

occupation than did other factors. Theisewith fewer Oen 12 years of

education, those who completed' theiw training, males or volunteer*

females, and those whose training occupation and the occupation they

had in mind when they entered WIN were the same, were likely to work

in their training occupation regardless of whether they were vouchered

or nonvouche'red trainees. ThOsewiih 12 years of education, those who

dropped their training, those with service training occupations.and

mandatory females were.less,likely to be working in their training

occupation regardless of whether they were in the regular, or voucher

WIN system.

Reasons Why'Respondents Are Not Working
in Their Training Occupation Some Part
of The First Months Following

Training

The reason given most often by respondents for not working lin

their training occupation some part of thefirst three months follow-

inging training i5 that they,did not complete their vocational training'

(Table 84). Fifty-six percent of the voucher participants and 65 per-

cent of the regular respondents gave this as their reason., Small.

.
proportions" reported not feeling qualified to work in the occupation

IN
for which they were trained (Of those-that completed 'their

r
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not finding jobs in their tratning occupation, finding jobs that offered

them the opportunity 0 do more interesting work, and jobs which offered

more money.
L

TABLE 84

REASONS ,RESPONDENTS GAVE FOR NOT WORKING
IN THEIR TRAINING OCCUPATION SOME PART_'

OF THE FIRST THREE MONTHS
FOLLOWING TRAINING
(Percent Mentigning)a

Items Mentioned Vouthiar Regular

Did not comPlle the training 56 . 65

Not enough work experiorce. , 20

.4
Not qualified (completed training)
No jobs in training occupation.

13

13

-

-

10

5

iiot a better job --. .... , 6 5

Health, personal reasons - ,- 10,

,Got more money 13 10

Other

(N) ,,,,,

13

.:;

t 10.,

(20)

a
aMultiple responses permited.

There Seems- to be only very slight differelices in the reasons

given by voucher 'and regular respondents. With the exception of
.

personal reasons given by'20 percent Of thos regulars Who are working

but7not in their training occupation, and not enough experience given

by 10percent othose regulars who are working bot .not in their train-

ing occupation, '-the proportion and reasons given by the two groups are

nearly identical.:

I
---

C. Earnings'First Three Months Following Training

Major Hypothesis and Related Findings r

It will.be recalled tha.t there was no significant difference

in the pibportion of voucheredand nonvouchered WIN clients in the labor

forcl e during the first three months following training, nor was there a-

1 '1 ().
.

f

7



-126-

significant difference inAtri'proportion wo king in the occupations

for which they werestrained?' We.how propose a third null-hypothesis

related to employment'behaVTO-F7-----J

There will be no significant difference
in the earning levelII of the vouchered
and nonvouGhered WIN particripants who

were working.

The data suggest that while a majority of voucher clients

earned $411 a month or more, only one-third of the regular crlients did..
- ,

While this is an obvious difference, it is not statistically signifi-

cant.
12

When we pooled the data to examine the effects df training

system on earnings (see AppendiZ F, Table F -5 for-results), we found

that the gross difference in proportiori of clients with high earnings

(54% of the vouchers and .34% of the regulars) spreads out even more

'
once minor differences in group composition were taken into account.

We found that the estimated proportion of regular participants was

32 percent while the estimpted proportion of the vouchered trainees

was 57 percent. Though there was not a significant difference in the

proportion of"voucher and regular WIN participants in the labor force,

nor the proportion working in their training occupation, interestingly

there was a statistically significant difference in the propdrtion with

high earnings.I3 We therefbre can reject our null hypothesis.
* - .

We know that vouchered institutional training lasted for almost

10 weeks longer than regular institutional training. Vouchered partici-

pants were able to negotiate any length'of training within 52 weeks,

-while arrangements-for regular trainees were subject to more restric-

tions, We know also that the cfst of vouchered training was higher

11The mean salary of vouchered respondents was used to deter-

mine high and 'YOw earnings. Anyone above the mean $410 a month was
earning a high salary, anyone earning less tas considered tq be earning

a low salary. We, had earnings information on only 70 percent of the
. -

voucher and 80 percent 'of the regular respondents.

12A z test was used to test thsignificance of differences
between proportions. It was not significant at the .05 level.

13A z test Was used to test the significance of differences

between proportions. This finding, was significant at the .05 level.

14



than the cost of regular training:44 Irvouchered respondents can

earn higher wages,I5 which shOuld have an effect on their AFDC status

a judgement will have to be made as to whether .the conventional WIN

provisions should be revised. Policy-makers who look to cost:benefit

calculations to evaluate the usefulness of program innovations may

wish to balance the higher costs of vouchered training against earnings.
considerations and their effeitS'on AFDC status.

Factors That Appear to Influence Whether
Voucher and Regular Clients were Earning
High Wages Similarly (Vouchering Did Not
Hake a Difference)

Age.- -Age had almost'no -impact on earnings. Younger recipients
.

were just slightly more likely to earn high salaries than were older

respondents (Table 85).

TABLE 85'

THE INFLUENCE OF AGE ON EARNINGS FIRST
THREE MONTHS PO LOWIIIG TRAININGa

(IR Per ntages) n

E,stimated Proportion ,
Earning High Wages

Voucher Regular

All

s

,o Ao 54 34
.

-18 -29 yArs
30 years or more

5 34

52 33

a Appendix F, Table F-5 Oesents the full rOression
' results for voucher and regular recipients.

1L/For more dDails see, Richardson, A. Vouchered Skill Training
in WIN; Program Guidelines and Selected Empirical Findings, Washington,
D,C.: Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc., February, 1977.

15It will be recajled that the voucher recipients received their
institutional. training approximately one year.after the regular WIN
participants. Their higher earnings may4in part bedue to the inflation
that occurred in that one year..
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Education.--The more educated respondents were, the less chance

of their earning a high wage (Figure 6): We found this to be true

regardless of whether respondents were in the vouchered or nonvouchered"

system. This suggests that more educatiqn is not a guarantee of high

earnings and that less education with a marketable skill may actually

produce the best chance of earning high wages. For more than specula-

tion, this would require a comparison with p4aple who had no additlional

occupational ,training.

FIGURE 6

ESTIMATED PROPORTIONS OF VOUCHER AND REGULAR CLIENTS WHO EARNED
A HI.GH SALARY FIRST THREE MONTHS AFTER TRAINING

too

90 ;-

80

70

Percent Who
Earned A 60

High Salary
50

40

30

20

10
--.

111111 Voucher

Regular

Less Than
12 Years

12 Years

Education'

More Than
12 Years
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FactorsThat Appear td Influence Whether
Voucher and Regular Clients Were Earning
High Wages Differently,(Vouchering Did
Make a Difference).

Sex and Program Status.--Males in the voucher systefirwere cpn-
,

siderably more likely than males in the conveFtional system to have

earned'high wages. Regular mandatory females were as,likely as mandatory

fema)es in the voucher system to have had high earnings, Females partici)

pating in WIN voluntarily were least likely to earn high wages regardless

of whether they were in the vouchered or nonvouchered system (Table 86).
=.4

TABLE 86 ,

THE INFLUENCE OF SEX AND PROGRAM STATUS ON EARNINGS
FIRST THREE MONTHS FOLLOWING TRAININGa

(In Percentages)

Estimated Profortion
Earning High Wages

Voucher Regular.

All
a

Male i

Mandatory female. . . , . .

Volunteer female

54

84
52

37

34 A

38-

49

21

aAppendix F, Table F-5 presents the full regression
results for voucher and regular recipients.

Completion Status.- -While 'Completion status had almost no ffect

. on the earnings of regular WIN participants it had a considerable effect

on that of the vouchered participants (Table 87). As expected, those

vouchered clients who completed their training were considerably more

likely.to earn a high salary during the first threeCmonths following
o

training than those who dropped their training,

Occupation.--There, were Rio VOucliered respondents whose 4'a nings

we knew who were working in professional occupations the first three

months after traiining ,(Table 88). Those vouchered respondents workin

in clerical and blue collar jobs were more likely to be earning ahigh

wage than those working in service occupations. Those that. were trained

in the regular WINosystem were less likely to be/earning high wages if
I , -

a

A-,
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TABLE 87

THE INFLUENCE OF COMPLETION STATUS ON EARNINGS
,.THE FIRST THREE MONTHS FOLLOWING

INSTITUTIONAL TRA1NINGa.
(In Percentages)

'Estimated Proportion
Earning High Salary

Voucher Regular

All 54 34

Completed training 66 33

Dropped training 36 35

a Appendix F, Table F-5 presents the full regression
results for voucher and regular recipients.

TABLE 88

THE INFLUENCE OF TYPE OF 'JOB ON EARNINGS
IN THEFIRST THREE MONTHS

FOJ.LOWING TRAININGa

(In Percentages)

Estimated Proportion'
With High Earnings

Voucher Regular

All

Professional, technical,
administrative

Clerical
B1 Collar
S rvice

k,

54

-b
60 J

64
39

34

59
53
4

-
?aAppendix F, Table F-5 presents the fulTo-egression

results for Voucher and re§ular recipients.

bEarnings data not avairable.
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they worked at blue collar jobs as well as service jobs. Vquchering

had a positive effect on those with blue collar occupations, increas-

'lting the probability of earning high wages considerably. Regular respon-

dents in white collar occupations were more likely to be earning high

wages than those in blue collar and service occupations.

Trailing Occupation and First Job.--It has been a long standing

concern as'/ whether vocational,training has any effect on`earniA5

and, as aresult, welfare dependency. Though this phase of the longitu-

dinal study does not address the issue of welfare dependency,. it does

examine the short term effects of training on earnings. We-found that

for vouchered respondents, working inthe occupation'for which they

received training did increase the likelihood of their earning high

wages. Those working in jobs with a-status lower than their training

occupation were considerably less likely to be earning aViahigh rate

(Table 89). Airhis indicates that for voucher clients, training had a

posie influence on earnings.

The findings for regular clients

whose first job was jower in status than

considerably ye likely to'be earning a

a higher status or at the same status as

slightly less likely than the group as a

were rather errati. Thcer
their training occupation were

high wage. Those with Yobs at

them training occupation were
0

/ply° be earning high wages.

`it- .
'ABLE 897." 4 q % ..3,r - , -C

THE INFLUENCE OF RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TRAINING OCCUPATI-AN'''--
AND OCCUPATI,OM IN MIND WHEN ENTERING WO ON EARNINGS

THE E FIRST JOB.FOLLOyING'TRAIWINGa .

-(In Percentages)

°Estimated Proportion
With High g,arpiop,

.
Voucher Regula

All
4

, 54

raining occupation and
,-- .fl t job, same L 57 -31

_.

First job higher in status 53 28,

First job lower in statOs ../ 36 , 64
/

A. a Appendix F, Table F-5 presents the full regression

.

t

results for youcher and regular. recipients.

11,

`moo

be..r t A

A 4

a
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Summary of Findings Related to Earnings

*
Flfty:four percent of the voucher mind 34 percent of the regular

clients rho worked during the first three months after training, earned

a high wage.

Regression estimates of the net_ association of various factors

with earning high wages indicated that it was not equally distributed

-)
among all clients art variad among respondents with different socio-

demographic characteristics, and was related to training completion

and occupations. Education, job and, sex each had an iriportant effects

on the extent to which one earned a high wage. Often various factors,

associated with high earnings were different depending on whether an

individual was in the voucher or regular system. Often these factors

were the same.

Following ar two summary, tables (Tables 90A and 90B) which

display the variables in the order of their effect on.earnings, con- -

`trolling for all the variables in/the negressiOn model, and a third

Table 90C which shows the effects of vouchering for subgroups.

ti
For vouchered trainees, age had less impact on whether ?a

client earned a high wage than did educatibn, sex and program, status *

and whether they completed or dropped their training. Education had,_-
/' -

the greatest negative influence on earnings. Whereas 20 percent of

those with more than 12 years of education were earning high wages, 91

perceht of those with less than 12 years of education were doing as

well.
--

For regular respondents, the particula'r job they were working

in had the greatest influence on their eatnings. 'Education haderss

of an impact than it dig for voucher clients.

Vouchering vocationaltraining-did a'ffqct the proportion of

respondents earning a high wage. As a group, the voucher recipients

earned at higher rates than the regular respondents in our survey.

Relative to their regular counterparts; vouchering increased the pro-' ."

portion of men, those with fewer thamth years of education, those with

blue collar-and service occupations,, and thOse who completed their'

training, who earned a high wage. VoUth'ering decreased the earnings of

only those whose first job was lower in status than their training

occupation. .

ail
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TABLE 90A

ESTIMATED NET PROPORTIOR OF VOUCHER RESPONDENTS
WITH HIGH EARNINGSa DURING THE FIRST

REE MONTHS FOLLOWING TR61PNG°

Voucher

4.

% (N)

Education .4-
Less than 12 years 0 9f" (4)

12 years 54 (27)

More than 12 years V 20 (4)

Sex/Program Status

t.....J -'
Male 84 (10)

Mandatory. female 52 (8)

Volunteer female,

Completionof Training

37 ,(17)

Completed, 66 (21)

Dropped 36 (14)

First Joh

4

Professional, technical, administrative....
_c

(-)

Clarice] 60 (17)

Blue collar 64 (7)

Service 39 (11) .

Relationship Between First Job

and TrainincLOccupation -1

tame. 57 (21)

first job higher status 53 (II)

First job lower status e. 36 (3)

/
18-20 years 55 (20)

, 30 year's or more 52 (15)

r
alncludes,only wages earned working full-time (35

hours or more a week)0Auring the'firstlaree months follow-
ing training. High earnings equals $411%00 or more ampnth.

bAppendix F, Table F-5 presents the full
results for voucher and regular recipieritse

c Earnings data -not available.

1 11

regression
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TABLE 908
.

ESTIMATED NET PROPORTION Of REGULAR RESPONDENTS
WITH HIGH EARNINGSa DURING THE FIRST

THREE MONTHS FOLLOWING TRAININGb

Regular '

(N)

First Job 1
Professior41, technical, administrative...
Cleric.S1

,

Blueocorlar ,

Service

Relationship Between First Job'
and Training 9cupation

Same'

First job higher status 7?
First job lower status I

Education
Less than 12 years

12 years
More than 12 years.

Sex/Program Status i ,

Male
Mandatory female
Volunteer female

Completion of Training
Completed
Dropped

9.92
18 -29 sear

30 years or more (

b.

'

59 (5)

53 (34)
4 (11)

4 (15)

,

31 (41)

28 (16)

64 (8)

.

45 (12)

37 (40)

14 (13)

38 (13
49 (15)

)

'

21 (20)

33 (441

`35 (21)

34 (35)

33 (30)

*

Includes only wages earned working full-time (35
Hours -or more a week) during the first three months follow-
ing training. High earnings equals $411.00 or more a month.

bAppendix F, Table F-5 presents the full regression
results for voucher and regu'ar recipients.

a.

14
A
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TABLE 90C

INFL4V1 ON THE PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS WITH HIGH EARNINGS
['RING THEIR FIRST THREEMONTHS FOLLOWING TRAINING

AU.2 CHANGES DUE TO VOUCHERINGa'
In Perentages)

Estimated Proportion
Changes

o
With High Earnings

Due to

a Voucher Regular
Vouchering

54 34 +20

Male 84 38 +46b

Mandatory female
.-,

52 49 +03

Volunteer female .,.° '37 21 +16

Fewer than t2 years education .91
-, 45 +46

12 years education
.

4 37
1

+17

i
Mb re than 12 years education 20 14

18-29 years old' 55 34 +21

30 years or older 52. 33 . +19

Professional, technical,
*administrative job _c

59
_c

Clerical job ) 60 53 +07

Blue collar job... ." 64 4 +60

Service job..,..,
.

39' 4 112

Completed training 66 ,33 . i21.

Dropped training 361'... 35 +01

0 ..,
.

(,Training occupation and first V.
.

job sage . 57 31 +26

First job higher in status 53 28 +25

First job lower in status 1 36 64 ' -28
.

.

aAppendix F, Table F-$ presents the:full regression results

for voucherend regular. recipients.

b"Especially" large (enders,acired) effects of vouchering are

those' lying outside the +10 en4,.+30-range.

'cEarnings data not, available.

15
O

te

3



t

4

AA

Another way to evaluate

ment of the value of'vOuchering

and earningi datatogetherL. It

vouchered blue collar workers e

did their regular counterparts,

trained for or entered blue,coll

-136-

these fkridings in She context of assess

training in WIN is to put employment

may be, for example, that although

rued at rioticeably higher rates than

at relatively few voucher clients

r work. If th-51 were the case, the

relatively higher earnings of ucher clients would not have much

impact op WIN's overall ability to help people to acIlieve economic

self-sufficiency. Put anotherway suppose voucher client; were espe-

cially (relatively) likely ti be attracte to clerical work, and that

the relative ednings rates of clerical workers were aspecially low.

In that case, WIN's objective of enabling the reduction of AFDC deperi-

kleAcy\rould not be achieved (or would less often be achieved tiled it

is in the regular program).

(As it happens, the,oc.cupational group which grew most with

vouchering (blue collar, Table 9l), was that which also experienced the

:6'reat4t relative increases 'in earni0s. (Table 93Y; and 4ile,earnings

of clerical workers did not, keep pace with the ovgrali Vbucher-regular

increase (+7% versus +20% with "high earnipgs"), neither did clerical

work attract,youther.cliea` s often as it did regular. clients (either

in training occupation or.in'''fi A)., Thus, the occupation and

earnings data combine to suggest an ddItionaladvantage fo WIN in the

accomplishment of one of its programm tic goals.

TABLE 9
. ,

TRAINING OCCUPATIONS SELECTED, BY VOUCHER AND REGULAR.RESPONDENTSa
(Iry Points of Difference) e....-

,. ,, 4....

Voucher - Regular '

S

5

Training *Occupations

Professional, technical, administrative
Clerital
Blue collar

$6Service

,

4

aFof additiona l data seeBruce B. Dunning, Occupational
Choices- and Vocational School Selections: ' Experiences witp the

. Portland WIN Voucher. Training PrOgram (Washington, D.C: Bureau of

Sotial Science Research, Inc., December 1976), page 98

+5

-8

-5

e Ls- r IP
't
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TABLE 92

FIRST OCCUPATION OF VOUCHER AND REGULAR RESPONDENTSa
(In Percentage Points of Difference)

First,,Occupation Voucher - Regular

Professional, technical, administrative -4

Clerical -3

Blue C011ar ' +5,

Service +2

aFor additional Adata see Chapter IV .page 155 of Dunning, cited

above.

,--..---- 4 '" TABLE 93 ,

. t

ESTIMATED PROPORTIP,OF VOUCHER bA4L,REGULAR RESPONDENTS 4
,WITH HIGH EARNINGSa.'

.
(In Percentage Points of Difference)

First Occupation Voucher - Regular- .

All responde s .

t
t Profes0 al tech

Clerrobi

Blue collar Al C.

Servicg

+20

NA
+07%/
+60

+35

above.

a Foraddtioh al data see Chapter IV page 144 of Dunning', cited

)

1

.

r

, D: Jo Satisfaction First Thr eeMonthS
Followtoq fralning

.1

k .
.. i

Major Hypothesis and Related Findings

.
tile there was no significant difference in the proportion of

voucfl d and nonvouchered WIN clients4in the labor force, or working
'> t.

.in the cfccupatiiiin for which they were trained, we found a diffprenCe

in the wage level, of vLdhered and nonvouchered participants., We now
, . .

propose tblIo. last of our null hypotheses related lo the employment-- ... q .

behavior of our respondents during three, months after their
. . ,.

.A,
institutional training

A.%

r.

*r
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.

There will be no significant difference
in the proportion of vouchered and non-
vouchered'WIN participants who are satis-
fied with their first-job.

The data suggest that'a majority of the res A: ents were satis-

fied with their first jobs regardless, of whether they were voucher or

regular clients. However, the voucher participants were slightly more

likely to be satisfFed (7d% of the voucher, 62% of the regular). This

difference in proportion satisfied is not statistically significant.16"

When we pooled the data to examine the effects of training

system on job staisfaction (see Appendix F,:rable F-6 for results), we

found that the gross difference in proportion of clients satisfied with

0, their jobs (62% of the regulars and 70% of the vouchers) .disappeared
.

once differences in group composition were taken into account.; We

found that the estimated proportion of regular pirtiparrts and voucher

participants was 6$ percent. We therefore cannot reject our'null

j hypothesis.
.

We will again look at particular subgroups of'WIN*particiPants

to ascertain whether any tend to be more successful in one or the other

system. Does /ouchering ppsitivety effect theYat(isfaction rate of ;

t certain subgroups and negatively affect others? Are'there certain sub-,'

'groups whose job satisfaCtion rates are unchanged by vouchering? The

section below will examine subgroups unchanged by vouchering, subgroups
4

who react similarly regardless of syklem.

I
. .

Factors Thaz Appear to Influence the Job
Satisfaction Rates of Voucher and Regular
Clients Similarly (Voucherinq Did Not
Make a Difference)

,

A22.--Those respondents between the ages of 18 and 29 were

somewhat more likely to be satisfied with their jobs than respondents

30 yearsof age or older.4 We found this to be the case regardless of

whether respondents were in the voucher or conventional WIN system

(Table. 94) .

16A
t

.

- . A 'test vas usedrto test the significance of differences

between proportions. It'was not signIficant at the .05 revel.
.

15J
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THE INFLUENCE OF AGE ON JQB SATISFA6TION-
FIRST THREE MONTHS FOLLOWING TRAININGa

(In Percentages)

Estimated Propottion Satisfied
With Their Job

Voucher,. RegulAr.. '

All ,70 62

18-29 years 74 64

30 years or more 60

a Appendix F, TableF-6 presents the full regression_
results forvoucher and regular recipients.,

l ,
,

, Completion Status.--Completion status did not have much impact

on whether vouchered participants Were satisfied or dtssatified with 4

their jobs: It had a great deal more influenqonthe job saiisTactibw

of regular.participantti. We did find however that, regardless of

system, gose4gho completed their training were less'saiiified-ivith.

their jobs than those who did not (Table 95). It is very possible that

those respondents who 4mgleted their training had higher jib expecta-

tions than those who left before finishing, and were therefore more
1

-, easily disappointed. -

e. .

.)

TABLE 95.

THE INFLUENCE OF COMPLETION STATUS ON JOB SATISFACTION
'FIRST THREE MONTtiS fOLLOWING TRAININGa

(In Percentages)

-- Estimated Proportion Satisfied
With Their Job

Voucher.-- Regular

All d 70 62'

Completed training 69 ;-

Dropped training. . . . _ 71 84

aAppendix F, Table F-6 presents the full regression
results for regular `and voucher recipients.

) , . 1,
15 pi
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/
J Factors That Appear to Influence the Job

Satisfaction Rates of Voucher and Regular
Clien'ts Differently (Vouchering Did Make
a Difference) - -4

.

0

Sex and Program Status.--Males in both systems were the least

satisfied with their jobs of all the WIN participants (Figure 7),

Those in the regular system were considerably less satisfied than any

other subgroUp regardless of system. Voucher mandatory females were

the most satisfied with their jobs efi-all WIN participants. The vol-

unteer females however, reacted differently depending on whether they

were vouchered or nonvouchered WIN participants. Voucher females vol.:,

untarily in the WIN program were slightly less likely to be satisfied

witi.C.2reir job than the overall voucher group, and slightly less likely

to be satisfied than the regular volunteer femaleilrWell.

FIGURE 7

. s

ESTIMATED PROPORTIONS OF VOUCHER AND REGULAR CLIENTS WHO
WERE SATISFIED WITH; THEIR JOB, BY SEX AND PROGRAM STATUS

Percent

Satisfle
Wtth Job

'

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

-

-

.-

0

20 -

10

1111111 Voucher

tpRegular

A'

Male
Mandatory '.."Volanteef,

r Female -Female
-

Sex'And Progrj Status

15'3
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First Job.--As one'would expect, the type of job an individual

has, has a considerable influence on the probability of their being

satisfied with that job. Those in the voucher system whose first job

after training was clerica4 were considerably less satisfied with their

work than the vouchered people, as a group or any other subgroup of

,voucher individuals. Interestingly; the WIN staff encouragerthe par-
.

ticipahts in the WIN program to choose training in clerical occupations

more often than in any other field-. T with, service, blue collar.

and professional jobs appeare largely satisfied with their. work.

In the wgular-system, those with service an professional jobs were

24,less satisfied than those working at cleric %or blue collar jobs

(Figure 8)'. t

FIGURE 8

ESTIMATtO PROPORTIONS OF VOUCHER AND REGULAR CLIENTS:.

) WHO WERE SATISFIED WITH THEIR JOB BY FIRST JOB

'100

-90
-

80

70

60

Percent 50

Satisfied
4K.1

'30

20

10 -

0

Voucher

4irpE3 Regular
7.64

P4ofessional, Cierica

Technical, -
Adminiitrative

Blue Collar

First Job

Service
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Wages.--Wages had less impact-than might be expected on the

job satisfaction of voucher and regular WIN participants (Tab/96).
Regular respondents with high salaries were just slightly more likely

to be satisfied with their jobs than those making low wages. However,

wages had almost no impact on, the satisfaction of voucher clients.

- SABLE 96

. -

THE INFLUENCE OF EARNINGS ON SATISFACTION
WITH FIRST JOB AFTER TRAIN1NGa

(In Percentages).

Estimated Proportion
Satisfied With Job

Voucher Regular

All qp-- '62

High wagesb 72 64
w Low wagesc 79 53

aAppendix F, Table F-6 presents the full regression
results for voucher and regular. recipients, ,

bHigh hs $411 a month or more. ,

'-'.. r..., .'cLow is less than $411 a month.

Working in Training Occupation.--For vouchered respondents,

- working in their'training occupation had only very slight effects-on

- . job satisfaction (Table:97)..-Those whotere worki.ngin the occupationt,

for which they were trained were only 5 percentage points more likely

, than .those not'working,in their training occupation to be satisfied

with their jobs, We*Suncil, however, that regular respondents working

in their training occupation were less likely than those working,in

the fields to be satisfied with their jobs. .

This is a rather surprising finding unless one considers the

cissibility that the training- occupation might not have been.what the

participant in the conventional system wanted and that working in such

.an occupation might have led to fur-they dissatisfaction. Since voucher

g. clients were much more likely to have selected_dieir own training

occupation we would Mot expect this to occur among the voucher recipi-

ents. This of course is just speculatiop. We are aware that,there are'

1 5'1
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other variables that could be causing these differences between voucher

and regular respondents.

TABLE 97

4 THE INFLUENCE OF WORKING IN ONE'S TRAINING OCCUPATION
ON JOB SATISFACTIONa

(In Percentages)

Estimate roportion

Satis ed With Job

ocher Regular

All 70

Wonking in training occupation;.. . 72

Not working in eraining occupation. 67

62

58

°

I a-Appendix F, Table F-6 presents the full regression
re3ults for voucher and regular recipients.

:441

Education. -- Education had a considerable effeCt on thetjob

,.6tisfactLon of both vouchered and regulae WIN participaritskigLire 9

The vouchered respondents with fewer than 12 years of education-were

markedly more likely to be satisfied with their job than the more

-,:04! educated participants: Inteestingly3 though education had a considpr-
.

able effect on the job satisfaction of the regular WIN participants,

it was opposie.to the'effect it had on vouchered respondents. Those

mostlikeiy to be satisfied with their *job werethose with the most

education. Vouche'ring had a positive effect on the job' satisfaction

of the least educated respondents and a _
negatiVaeffece on the job

'satIsfaction of the most educated respondents. It should be Acalled

that regular respondents were in the job market one year earlier than

the voucher respondents and it is quite possible that this might

account for the differ2nce in satisfaction rate's. The job market mey'4,

, not have been as tight at that time, and there may not have been as

great an oversupply of educatedindividuals In 1975 as there were in

1976.

fi



FIGURE 9

ESTIMATED PROPORTIONS`OF VOUCHER AND REGULAR CLIENTS
WHO WERE SATISFIED WITH THEIR JOB BY EDUCATION

Percent
Satisfied

'Less Than

12 Years

Summary of Findings Related
tdUtib Satisfaction

I2'Years
More Than
12 Years

_Education:

Seventypercent of the voucher and 62 percefit of the regular

clients who worked during the first three months following training

were satisfied with their jobs.

Regression estimates of the net associat4on of various factol's

with job satisfaction indicated that it was not equally distributed

among all clier;ts but varied.among kespondents wi different socio.wt

lemographiccharacteristics, johsand earning le els. Sex and program

status, education and type of job had an important effect on the'Vxtent

to which one was satisfied with his or her job. Often variousifactors,

associated with job satisfaction were differenrapending on whether an

individual was in the voucher or.vregular system. Often the factors were

the same.

v , 15.3
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4

Included are two summary tables (Tables 98A and 98B)vwhfch 4

display the variables in the order of their effect on job satisfaction: t

controlling for all the variables in the regression podel, and a third,
.,.

Table 98C, which shows the effects of vouchering.

For vouchered trainees, training status and whether they were

working in their training occupations or not had less impaceon whether
.__,/

.

they were satisfied with their jobs than dierwhat their jobsfwere,

their sex or legal status. Training satisfaction had the greatest -

influence'on job satisfaction. Whereas only 30 percent of those dis-

satisfied with their trainlv were satisfied with their jobs; 76 per- '

cent of those satisfied with their vocational training were also satis-

fied with their jobs.

° For,regular respondents, education had the greatest influence

on job savisfactiOn. SatAsfaction with training had almost no influence

Y/ton job satisfaCiion.for the conventional WIN ,r spondents'.

Vouchering vocational training did affect the proportion of ,

/ respondents satisfied with their first jobs. Relative to,their regular

4 counterparts, it increased job satisfaction among men, those with

professional, technical, administrative jobs or service, and those

earning low wages. Vouchering decreased the job satisfaction of those

with more than 12 years of education, those with clerical or blue

collar occupations, those not satisfied with their training, those who

dropped their vocational training, volunteer women apd those not work-

ing in their training occupation. For many subgroups there were almost'

no changes, indicating that the method for acquiring occupational
-so.,

skills had less of an influence on job satisfaction than other factors.

Mandatory females, younger respondents, respondents earning. high wages
$

those satisfied with the institutional training were more likely than the

average to be satisfied with their jobs regardless of whether they were

vouchered or nonvouchered trainees. ThOse with 12 years of education,

those over 30, and those who completed their training were lesS likely

to be Satisfied with their jobs, regardles's,.,of whether they were in

the regular or voucher WIN-system.
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TABLE 98A

ESTIMATED NET PROPORTION OF VOUCHER RESPONDENTS
SATISFIED WITH 'THEIR JOB THE FIRST
THREE MONTHS FOLLOWING TRAININGa .

Voucher

(N)

Training Satisfaction
3

Satisfied "76 . (44)

'Not satisfied .
30 (6)

41/ .

.

k First Job .

Professional, ,iichnical,-'administrative 94b (2)

O Clerical 54 . (21)

Blue collar' ,
78 ,(10)

Servieel 82 (17)

Sex/Program Status
.,

Male J 4 66 . (13)

MendatoPy female 83 (9)

Volunteer female 68 (.28)

,

Education
-Less than 12 years 100c .

1'2 years

More than 12 years

6.2.t

63

-50
. (35)

(6)

18-29 years 74 (31)

30 years or more 63 (19)

Salary
72 (20)High

Low 79 (15)

Working in Training Occupation
Yes 72 (27)

No .; 67 (23)-

Com heti Status
Comple ed 69 (34)

Dropped 71` (16)

a Appendix F, Table F-6 presents the full regression
results for voucher and regularacipients.

b
Absolute value of estimate is not reliable, (N) is

too small but direction is valuable (+ or -).

cAbsolute value of estimate is not reliable but
direction is valuable (+ or -).

is
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TABLE 98B

ESTIMATED NET PROPORTION OF REGULAR RESRONDENTS
SATISFIED WITH THEIR JOB THE FIRST
THREE MONTHS FOLLOWING TRAININGa

r-

A

4. Regular

(N) 4

'Education

Less than 12'years 4
1 44 (17)

12 ye'ars 47 (45)

More than 12 years 85 ': (16)

Sex/Program Status
Male . 55 (13)
Mandatory female 7.3 (19)
Volunteer female 72 (25)

.
.

First Job
Pro,tsional.., technical, administrative 47 (6)'

Cle ical - 64 (35) 1

Blue collar 84 (12)

Ser4ice 1 1 4 52 /. (25) 1
_.....

./

Training Status
Completed

4 .

, 54 C58Y
Dropped 84 (20)

Working in Training Occupation
Yes 58 (52)

No... 71 (26) /

Salary . .

High.:
.

64 (22)

Low.. 53 (42)

TrainPnq Satisfaction
Satisfied 62 (67)

Not satisfied 71 (11?)

18-29 years.. v-0 e
64 (39)

,30 years or more
.

4 60 (394

aAppendiA,F, Table F-6 present the full regressioJ
results for voucher and regular recipients.'

.



-148- ,

TABLE 98c
4

INFLUENCES ON THE PROPORTION $F RESPONDENTS WHO WERE SATISFIEL,
WITH THEIR JOB ANORHANGES DUE TO VOUCHERING 0
60,0\ (In Percentages)

Estimated P)oportion
Satisfied With Changes
Their Job Due to

Vouchering

Voucher Regular

. °

AI 1 .... ....... t% . .

,

Male
Mandatory female
Volunteer female

FeWer than 12 years
"
education

,I2 years education.... ...........
More thep 12 years edu atinR,

18-29 years old
1,

030 years
.

or older
...

Professional, technical,
eadmitlistrative job

C le r i dal job ..

Blue collar job ?

Service job

Satisfied with training
riott satisfied with training

Comp 1 eted 4 t rai n i ng

Dropped Draining
to

.., ......

).

t

70

66
83

68

100c

63
50

74

63

94
54.
78
82

.76

.30

69
71

0

j

, '

.

.

62

35

73

72

44

47
85

64

- 60

47

64
84

-52

6 2

71

e
54

84

.

,

e

.1

+08

+31b
+10

-04

+66
-7

+10
+03

r

,

1!!-Z

4- 1 0

-o6

+30'

+14
-41

+145

-13,

3

/ -,

.

cit
,.., -,

f .00..?

' ,s

,..,

Working in t4aining occupation 12 's +14

Not working in training 'occupation. .. 157

_258
:,, 71 -J. -04

High salary 72' . 64 +08

Low salary 79 53 +26

a Appendijill, Table T-6 presents the full regression results
for voucher and regular recipients. E ()

. :.1
bnEspec ip 1 i yi, large (underscored), effects of vouchering are

those lying outside the -2 and +18 range.

c Absolute value of estimate is.,not reliable. However direction

is valuable (+ or -).

16,
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E. Summary of the Early Employment Patterns
of Voucher and Regular WIN Participants .

This summary will be brief and'will report only the overall

differences between the vouche:: and regulartparhcipants'and the effects

of vouchering. Approximately 66.percent of both the vouther and regular

participants in our study were in the labor forcee1 or part of the

first three months,followiltheir institutional ..aaining. However, a

slightly larger proportion of voucher clients than regular clients were

still looking for jobs and were in fact not working. Neprly identical

proporlians of both groups were out of the labor force. Vouchering

vocational training did make a difference 66 the labor force pafticipa-
.,

tion of some subgroups of trainees. RelatTve,to their regular punter -
9

,, parts, it increased the labor force participation ocmales, those with

small families, and those who prepared for service or clerical occupa-

tions. Vouchering decreased the labor force participation.of certain

other subgroups. Mandatory women, and those with either professional,

technical, administrative or blue collar training occupations were

;..those whose labor force' participation was decreaSed as a result of
t

. 1ichering. When we pooled; the data to examine the effects of one or

the other training systek.on labor force participation, we fp*und that

once minor diffe'rences in group composition :..41taken into account-

there was a wider 'gap in the estimated pr6portion of voucher and regte.
e

lar participants out of the labor force. Twenty-nine percent of 'tile .

, -
regular WIN participants were out of the labor force while the esti-

mated proportion of vouchered trainees was 36 percen . While there

I'was Tore of a spread it was hot a'statistkiVy Sig ificant dif'ferente-
/ .

in toe proportion out of the labor
It

force!.

.1
Fifty five percent-Of the voucher and 66 percent of the regulai

clients who worked during the first three_ months after tellining worked

in the occupation for which they were trained'. Vouchering increased

the proportTn of older respondents, those with blue collar training

occupations? `t-hose dissatisfied'with theirtraining, and those whose
. .

training occupation was age higher level than the occuption they

originally had)n.glind when they entered WIN, who worked in theif train-

lng occupation sove'par or all of the first three months following

: 16 is
..
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c, training. ,It decreateti the proportion of respondents with more than' 12

.(

;years of educati6n, those between 18 and 29 ye4rs of age, those with

medium or-large size families, those with professional occupations, those

satisfied with their training, and those whose training occupation was

{lower than the occupatign 60 originally had in mind, who were working

in their training occupation. As before when we pooled the data to

examine the effects of.s..Wem on working in one's6tralAing occupation,

-,),.41e
found 'that the estimated proportion of voucher and regular partici-

pants working in their training occupations, had spread out'a bit (68% of

the regulars and 51% ok the vouchers). While there is more 'of a spread

there remains no sign'i'ficant difference'in'the proportion of vouchered

and .nonvouchered WINclients working in their*training occupation,'

The most startling finding is the higher earning power of''

vouchered' trainees. Fifty-four percent of the voucher gnd 34 percent

of the regular clients who worked during the first three months after

trekking earned a high wage."' The overall voucher,population includ-

ing all subgroups earned a higher wage than the regdlar respondents in

our survey. The pooled data indicated that this.difference was

.statistically significant:18 Vouchering increased the proportion of

men who earne4high wages, those with 'fewer than, 12 years of education,

those with blue collar and service occupations, and those who cowleted

their institutional training.
Vouchering, decreased, tile earnings of .

only 'one subgroup of respondents, those whose first job after training

was lower in Status than their training occupation.

Seventy percent of the voucher and 62 perdent of the regulir

respondents who worked during the first three months fol),owing insti-

tutional training were satisfied with zhel.p-jobs. VoucheriAg increased

the job satisfaction of men, those with,professional, technical,
0

administrative or ,service jobs, and those tarning.low wages. [.

Job satisfaction was lower among those with more than12 years

A of education, those with clerical or blde'collar occupations, those

not satisfied with their training, those'who dropped thejr vocational

training, and those not working intheir training bccupation. 4

17A salary of-more.than $41134a month. '

1
.

)8'A z test was used and it proved significant at the .k,level.

A S P
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V. AUTONOMY AND ITS IMPLICATIONS

k

One of the basic feitures of vouchering occupational sktll

training was Ito ncrease the decision-makirig autonopy of WIN clients.
4 "

The experi t was designed,so that therdwould be, considerable differ-

ences in-the degree, of self - determination experienced by the'voychered

WIN participants and those ingthe traditionaf.system.I' While it was

not too difficult to control the autonomy of die vouchered respondentse

it was impossible to do so with the regulars. What:occurred is that

white Ivouchening increaSed the proportion of WI.N respondents experienc-

Png a majority of regular respondpnts experienced it as

well) The report on Phase I of ttriS longitudinal study concluded
.

that when asked generally about ho% occupational decisions were made,

97 percent of the voucher Clients reported thaj tKey had been left on

their own to make such decisions as did 69 percent of the conventional

clients. When it came to making more, specific dectsions, the propor-

tion with autonomy changed for both voucher and regular WIN partici-
.

pants. Seventy-threwercent of the voucher clients reported choosing-

their own'training occupation acid 84 percent reported choosing.

their own training institution. Fifty-one percent of the regular

cliehts reported choosing their own training occupation and 47 Percent

reported choosing their on training institution. While voucher

A

I

Fqr a detailed explanation of the differegces between the two
- syste0s se6 Ann Richardson and Laure M. Sharp,44he Feasibility of
Voucheredlraining in WIN: Report-on the First PhAe of a Study
(Washington, D..: Bureau of Social Science Research, ne., December,

1974)
0

-

2
seek6 Richardson, Vouchered Skill Training iri WIN: Protiram

quidelines and Selected Empirical Findings.(Washingtdn,1).C.: Bureau
of:Social Science Research, Inc., February, 1977).

,
3
for a thorough discussion bf thd ifferences in experienced

'autonomy see Dunning, Occupational Choice ancrVocatio'nal School 1.
Selections: Experiences withthe Portl WIN Voucher. Training Program
(Washington, D.C.: _Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc., December,

19760.
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clients continued toexperience more decision - making. autonomy, almost, -41

half of the regular clients did so also. . /
.

Tables 99 and 100 and footnote 4 illustrate the consequences of

ihcreased freedom of choice. It beComes clear rather quickly that VI

elmokt every instance, participants,in,the teaditionaININ system who

,, made theirown.occupetional decisions were more suc(essfdl than those

who did.not.4 Looking first at Table 99;Ne find the both voucher

:

4
. 1

TABLE 99
.4:

INFLUENCE OF PERCEIVED AUTONOMY ON TRAINING SATISFACTI
(Ir? Percentages)

.Es.,tim.;ted Proportion Satisfied

ti
1

Vouchen Regular

$A11 I i i 89-p 79

Chose own training occupation. . .,.': 82 8.0

Did tInot . 75 ,4. 78
§

Chose own training institution 79 , 86
,

,

Did not '........85 73

, 4

aAppendix-F, Table F-I presen.ts the full regressi7n results

for voucher and regular recipients. -

1.,..,,,
-4.011""

. , . 0 1 ,

'--4Sirice nearly all of the voucher participarkt5(97%) 'ta lc! fhey
had made their`overall. occupational decisions autonomously, ther e was

no reason to include this alternative measure in the regressioq model

___, for vouchered respondents. We did -include it ih the model for regular

respondents, however, (see Appendix,F, Table F-1 for full model) and

found that independerit of sociodemagaphic characteriitics, training

occapation, Aype of schObl att.Onded and,labor force,pehavior, those who
had made4heir own decisions were mue mOre.likery tobbe satisfied than

those Who did not. ' , 4 1 .

INFLUENCE.OF tVEAALL PERCEIVED AUTONOMY 04 THE TRAINING
SATISFACTION OF REGULAR RESP.OhDENTS.a '

Estimated Proportion Satisfied 1

. .

Al 4
.... 7,9;

.

Made all occupational.

./ decisions
.
agtonomouslr.v.... 86

Did not .63

aAppendix F, Table F-1 presents the fullregression

resurts for regular recipients.

1. 6
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'and' regular,rApondehts yio chose their own..training,occupation were

slightly more likely to be satisfied with their training than those

. who did not. However, voucher clients Who chose their own training

.
institidtiop were less likely to be satisfied than those who did not.

This was not the case fo'r regular respondents.

Did this trend continue when it came to completion rates? The

data indicate that those i the regular system who chose their own

training occupation were more likely to complete their training than

those who did not and than those voucher clie4s who'were autonomous.

The voucher clients who cpose their own training occupation were con-

side?ably less likely to complete than those who received assistance

and guidance from their WrN counselor.5 For vouchered participants,

deciding what training institution to attend had no effect on completion

rates. It 1,s only in this one area that regular clients who made decis-

ions autonomously were slightly less likely to complete their institu-

tional training than those who dh not (Table 100).
.

u Our findings'are interesting, thought- provoking and-not what

we expected when we first designed the voucher system. We not

expect the participants-in the.traditional Portland WIN system to have

the degree of autonomy they had. Further, from on-site obgervations,

we learned that WIN counselors were confused about their'role in the

voucher system. They often over- reacted and as a, result withdrew much
4

of their personal suppo?t and encouragement, perhaps leaving the voucher

a

5Again independent of all other varia es in the model, the

alternative measure of occupational autonomy ndicated that regular
clients 'who made.overall occupational decisi ns autorvously. were con-
siderably more 1117) complete their training than those who did not.

F
INFLUENCE -OF OVERALL PERCEIVED AUTONOMY ON, THE COMPLETION

RATES-OF REGULAR,RESPON4NTO
Estimated Proportion Completed

.0
o 63%

40i Made all occupational

7 -detisiqns autonomously 70

Did not 49-
.

43Appendix F, Table -F-2 presents the%full regression.,

resiiltslifor regular recipients, ;
_

a
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t
TABLE 100

INFLUENCE OF PERCEIVED AUTONOMY ON COMPLETIONRATESa
' (In Percentage's)

Estimated ProportiOn Completed

Voucher Regular '

All

Chose own training occupation
D,id not

0
Chose own training-institution :.

\ Did not

- .

65

6r
77

65

65

#
.

:

63 P

69
57

57
68
1...

aAppendix F, Tab1J1F-2 presents the full regression results
for voucher and regulae recipients.

clients feeling abandoned.6 We did not expect either the roleconfus-

ion or the reaction from the WIN counse-lorls Interestingly, in cases

where voucher clients did not act alone, they Often did as well or

better than those who made decisions autonomously.

In effect, participahts in the traditional Portland WIN system

who were left to make decisions on their own had the "best of both

worlds," They received counseling, support and thd expert help of

their. WIN counselors as well as being in control of their occupational.

destinies. Thi; is likely to have contributed to the fact thSt.they

were-more satisfied with their training and more Mkely to complete it.

-.While voucher-participants may have been left on their own "to make '

occupational decisions more often, they were also more likely to be

without personal.support, encouragekte;lt, and assurance which might

easily have had an effect on their tr fining atisfaction and completion

rates.

It might provide us with some in 'ghts,if we look at the reasons

autonomous clients gave for dropping their training before comPlLion.r
6,The counselors were supposed .to give the voucher clients the

same personal suppprt and encouragement they gave the regular clients.
but .this ...;did not occur.

t,

O

t
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Larger proportions of voucher than regular clients, dropped

their trajning for reasons--internal to the program--that assistance

and support from their WIN counselors might have remedied. It Is not

clear whether a great deal of attention, support and counseling could

have stopped' someone from dropping training because he or she had,an

'HI child or found a job, or had to look for work (external reasons).

However, someone with a tendency to "flunk out," or someone not sure*

if he or she was in the right place, might, have been encouraged ,to 4016

continue with the appropriate support from the WIN staff (Table 101). .

TAKE-101
.

REASONS REPORTED FOR EARLY.TERMINATION
OF INSTITUTIONAL TRAINING

(In'Percentages)

Chose Own
Training
Occupation

case Own
Training
Institution

Voucher Regular Voucher Reg ular

Internal to programa

External 'to programb
. -

Total %
1N)

42 30

58

39 7 25

61 75

;100
(26)

100 100

(28) (20)

alncludes: I. Program problems:--poor instruction, funding
running out, poor school., school problems

Asked to leave by School
.3. Judgmei problems--decided against training

occupation, switched to OJT
1 p

b
Includes: 1. Personal problems--day care, illness

2. Had to 'work

3. Found a,job .

4: Transportation problems

Autonomy without WIN Staff support can be perceived as abandon-
.
ment, white staff direction without autonomy can be perceived to be

coercion. However, a combinatiOP-of agtbnomyand WIN staff support can

mean greater success. for WIN participants. -The,greater success of those

participants in the conventional WIN system who made occupational

°

4
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decisions autonomously, supports this hypothesis.

. cussed at greater length below, in Chapter VIII.

SI

/.

'Co

,

.

1"

VS

I

6

This point isOdist



VI. CHANGES IN SELF-ESTEEM

When Leonard Goodwin first' developed a des.ign for an experiment

on vouchering manpower training in the WIN 'program, one of his-concerns

was with the effect of, autonomy on clients' self-esteem. Arguing on

the basis of his studiei Of work attitudes and labor force behavior of

various segments of the population,
1 which showed that low sell-esteem

and expectation of failure, rather than rejection of the "work ethic,"

accounted for the-labor force behavior of many poor people, he proposed

a test of the hypothesis that cllerqs who Wad received vouchered train

ing wouid:experignce greater self-confidence than clients who had

° received training under more con'entional circumstances.? Doing a

longitudinal study of this kind afforded us,a good opportunity to test'
Am406

a variation of this hypothesis. Insteadsof comparing the self- esteem

9f clients who reggiet;eTtraining in the voucher system with those in

the regular s stem, we compared the self-esteem of voucher clients at

eliffeqent poi ts of tine, at the time qi commitment to the system and

at the end of training. The. final report Of this series will extend-
_

the comparison.

We know that the autonomy 941WIN clients, was extended With the.

onset of vouchering, We were interested in finding out,how experienc-
;kw

os, - .

.
ing training in the voucher systerequtiffected the self-esteem of indivi-

duals. Each time.the voucher clients were interviewed, they were

*shown a series of six items designed to measure self-esteem!3
.
Table 102_

. , . -

1

, .

Most notably, Do the Poor Want to Work? (Washington: Brookings,

-1972). .
,

.

2 Unfortunately.pe regular clie*->nts were interviewed only once

'' which does not allow us to compare changes in self-esteem over time.
.

3Each respondent ranked him/herself on 116w ofterl he/she felt4each

' statement to by true, froe"never" = l to "ainost aIways"'= on each
.75' I
of the following items:

a. I take a positive attitude toward myself:

b. I feel I do not have much to be proud of. -

/c. 1 feel that I have &number of good qualities,.
,am able to do things. as well as most other people.

e. Sometimes ( think I am no good at all.
f. t feel that I'm a person of wOrth,'-at least on an equal plane St.th others.

117I A,'

a



1 TABLE 102

DISTRIBUTION OF THE SELF - ESTEEM RATINGS OF THE VOUCHER CLIENTS AT THE'ENO OF TRAIIING
' (In Percentages)

Never
Hardly
Ever

Some-
times

Often Almost
Times ell* Always

Totals (N) Meant'

I take a positive attitude toward myself..,

-,1 feel I do not have much to be pi-o f .... .

t I

feel that I haves number of good qualities

1 am able to do things as well as most
other people

Sometimes I think I am no good at all

1 feel that I'm a person of worth, at least
on a6-equal plane with others

I

50

44

. 3

,21

3

-

22

2

27

. 21

. 19

13

30

9

13

4

23

24

4

20

56

4

56

63

70

100

100

101

100

100

101

(113)

(113)

(Ir3)

,

(113)

(113)

(113)

4.e.

4.1

4.5

4.1

4.6

Note: Overall mean - 4.3

, . aTotal persent may vary slightly from 100 due to rounding.

blhe mean was arrived at by giving each rating a score. from "neverr. 4414 to one,up to "almost always" equal to five. The scoring

the second and fifth item* was reversed. "never' equal to 5 and,"almost alwaitTequal to I.4

c.

J
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presents the distribution f self- esteem ratings of the voucher clients

at the end of their instil tional training.

For the most part, the voucher clients thought quite well of

themselves. The mean score on any item was never lower than 4.1 and

rose as high as 4.6 when the possible maximum on the self-esteem scale

was,, 5.0.E The overall mean item score was 4.3: At least half of the

voucher recipients gave themselves the most positive rating possible

on all but one ofethe items.

The two statements which compa ?e the 4pondent with other

people had the highest mean scores, 4.5 and 4.6 respectively. Obviously,

whatever the clients thought of themselves, they did not usually think

anyone else was any better. In fact, on one of the statements, 70 per-

Cent of the respondents "almost always" felt "at least on an equal plane

with others."

Our primary interest in examining the self-esteem oucher

clients wass,in discovering whether their experiences during tfiaining

andtimmediately after had an influence on their conception of them-

selves.5 Table 103 presents data on the voucher participants'-change

in self-esteem between committing..the voucher and the end of training.

TABLE 103

VOUCHER CLIENTS' CHANGES IN SELF-ESTEEM BETWEEN COMMITTING
THE VOUCHER AND THE END OF THE TRAINING

(In Percentages)

Voucher

*Did not thangea 22

Increased 45

Ilecreased. 4 33

Total % 100

(N) (1)3)

aThe, total score did not change. ..ide cannot tell
whether they'moved around on the scale of each item, but
coincidentally ended up with the'same total score.

4A-score of 5.0 represents the highest self-esteem score._'

51a-order to measure this change, we took.eacb respondent's
sunned score (which could vary from 0 to 30) at the time of commitment.

z, e

. 4

/ 4 't

° 1



4

-160-

Severity-eight percent of the clients''self opinions altered during this

interval of time. The greater movement was in a positive direction.

Forty-five percent of the voucher: clients thought better or themselves

after their training experiekces. One-third of the clients had a lower

self-esteem score.'

Though the great majority of scores changed, the shifts were

generally small (Figure 10).6 Of the 88 people whose self-esteem,score

did change, only 14 changed by 6 points Or more and only 4 by more than

10 points.

Of the 51 voucher clients whose total score increased after

training, 88 percent or 45 people improved their score by between'l and

5 points and 4 more (34) by 6 ton0,points. Only 2 had large changes

in their self-esteem as.measured by a difference in,their score at the

time of commitment of the voucher and at the end of their institutional
4

training. IA

On the,,negatke side, a total of 37 voucler recipients had lower

self-esteem scores after their training experiences than at the time

they commillited their vouchers. Seventy -eight percent of these lot ,

from I to 5 points and another 6 (16%) decreased their scores by between

6 and 10 points.

Though theplf-esteem of the majority of "voucher clients

changed between the time.of.commitment and the end of training, changes

were small. An examination of the effects of sociodemographic charac-
.

teristics, autonomy,,and early labor force behavior on any changes in

self-esteem'will allow us to assess whether the training experience

rs more positiv4 fon certain subgroups of the voucher respondents than

4P other4.7
s

and at the end of training and subtracted the first from the second.

Consequently if a person's self-esteem was lower at the second intdr-,

view than at the first, it would show a negative, score, which we would

call a negative change or a decreasq in self-esteem.

6The possibility that this is due to the "Hawthorne effect,"

can' be tegillimately raised.

7This'next section will present findings which result from

multiplel regression analyses of the data. Therefore the proportions

kesented willbe estimated and will adjust (c trol) for other vari-

ables which are related to those under study.

1 .
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Effect of Autonomy on Self-Esteem

Goodwim hypothesized ,that clients Who l'eceived vouchered train-,-

ing would e4eYLence greater s, If-confidence than those who did not.

His assumption was that vouche ed training guaranteed. the participant

autonomy to make all decisions regardin his or hex occupational destiny.

Though vouchering increased tonsidera y the autonomy of WIN partici-.

pants, it was not an "all" or "n situation. As a result, we have
.

the information to examine whether in fact those vouchered trainees who

made occupational decisions autonomously did experience greater self-

confidence than thos*who were not autonomous. The is of why certain?

:voucher clients did not make decisions autonomously, whether from choice

or lack of it, and the effect of these two possibilities on changes in

self-este is important but unfortunately cannot be addressed at this

time.

We found that those'voucher clients who chose theirs own train-

ing occupation were more likely to have higher self-esteem as a result

of their training experiences than those who had those decisions made

for them by the WIN staff (Table 104). Those who chose ttieirsowri train-
s

- ing institutions also were mdre likely than those who 'did not have a

higher self-esteem Score after their training than at the time they com-

mitted their voucher, Those with no occupational autonomy were most

,\
subject to a loss of self-esteem. These findings lend support to

Goodwin's hypotheses.

Effect of Training Occupation
on Self-Esteem

Training occupation appears to have had an interesting effect

on changes in self-esteem (Table 105). Larger proportions of those with

pue collar and service occupations had lower self-esteem at the entl of

their, training than they had when they first committed their voucher. '

.
Those with clerical' training occupations were more likely to have higher

self-etteem at the end-of their vouchered training. Ail of those with
o 9

professiona\, technical or administrative Preparation wereaffected by

their training experiences. None had the same self-esteem score at the

end of their training that they had'had at the timeofcommitment. Most

of these trainees had a-better opinion of themselves at the end of their

training than they had had when they began it,;

ti

%**
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TABLE 104

THE INFLUENCE OF AUTONOmValON CHANGES IN THE SELF-ESTEEM OF VOUCHER PARTICIPANTS
FgOr TIME OF COMMITMENT TO THE ENO OF TRAININGa

(In Percentages)

Estimated Proportion Changing To

Lower Higher Sarre

Self-Esteem Self-Esteem Self-Esteem

All. . .', 33 45 22

Chose own training occupation autonomously . . 29 49 23
Old not choose own training occupation .

,2.2i)
35 20

Chose own training institution autonomously, . 28 48
vlb

Ile

241
d

Old not choose own training institution.
ii

a.

4Appendix F. Table F-7 presents the full regression resu for voucher recipients

b"Especially' large (underscored) effects of vouchering ar evose lying outside the +23 and

.43 range

c"Especially. large (underscored) effects of vouchering are those lying outsidethe +33 and

+55 range,
.

1 AEspecially large (underscored) effects of vouchering are those lying outside the +12 and

+32 range.

la.

Mil 105

THE INFLUEE OF TRAINING OCCUPATION ON CHANGES IN THE SELF-ESTEEM OF VOUCHER PARTICIPANTS

, FROM TIME OF COMMITMENT TO THE END OF TRAININGa
(In Percentages)

J

Estimated Proportion Changing To. 4,
U

Lower
Self-Esteem

Higher

Self-EsteeM
Same

Self-Esteem'

4,-- 33, 45 a 22

Professional, technical., administrative. . ... .. Llib 60c, _d

Clerical
. 23 q

c
29

13due collar 25

C *nate 1 ..!.-;: ii I,

fk
aAppendix F, Table F--2 presents the fullregression reFults4for ruler recipients

A

b"Especially. large (underscored) effects of youche'ring are thOss lying outside the +23 and

.43 range,

C'Especially. large ( underscored)' effects ofliMuchering are those lying Outside the .35Ard

55 range.

dEstImate may'be unreliable.

6
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Of all iocupational subgroups, those mith blue collar training

occupations werf most subject to loss in self-esteem4and'ihose with

cleril training occupations were most subject o gain in self-esteem.

Those pr.eparing for professional, technica administrative occupa-

tions were .the most li-kely'to have ha e4f-esteem affected by,

their training.

The challenge of training, thi discovery of shortcomings and

thee interpersonal experiences pf voucher participants were likely to

affect the changes in self-esteem. , 1

Effcct of Completion Status 4 se 4

on S%lf-Esteem

-Those who completed their training.were somewhat more likely

to FiVe higher self-esteem at the end.of their training than Chose

wh-o-terminated their training early. Though equal proportions had

lower self-esteem, a slightly larger proportion of those who dFopped

theix training hadthe same score at the time,of commitment fo'the

system and at the end of their training (Table 106).

TABLE 106 .

THE INFLUENCE OF COMPL ION STATUS ON CHANGES IN THE SELFAESpEM

o , OF VOUCHE P T CI PANTS FROM TIME OP COMMITMENT
TO THE ERD OF TRAININGa

(In Percentages)

Estimated ProViion Changing' Tof. '

Lower
.Self-Esteem

.Higher Same,

Self-Esteem Self-Esteem

Air . , 33 45 22 ;

Completed training . . 32 , 49 19

"Dropped training 34 39 27

a Appendix F, Table 0'-.7 presents the lull regression resu(ts

for voucher recipients. .

ti *
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effect* Demoiraphic Characteristics
on Changes in Self- Esteem

Female voucher clients were more likely than makes to have

changed their opinion of themselves as a result of their training

experiences (Table 107). Almcist one-half of the males and volunteer

females had a better opinion` of themselves after the training than'at

the time of commitment, while half of the mandatory females had lower

'self-esteem.
A

The least-educated voucher clienis had the most dramatic

increase in. their'self-esteem after training, More ,than 50 percent

increased their scores., The self- esteem scores of those with more'

than, 12 years of education changed the least after training, bf those

that did change, approximately half were decreases. Interestingly,

both male voucher participants and thbse with fewer than 12 years of

2-education were more likely than other subgroups of voucher clients to
//

be earning high wages and to be atisfied witii their jobs, facts which

could account for their incre se in self=esteee.'

Older respondents (t se 30 years of age or older), were

slightly more likely than y unger respondents to have higher'self-/
esteem after their training experiences in the voucher system.

I

s

f
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ON,CHANGES IN THEIR SELF- ESTEEM FROM COMMIYKNT TO THE. END OF TRAININGa

.
.. '

THE INFLUENCE OF THE SOCI ODEMOGRAPHI C CHARACTERISTICS OF VOUCHER PARTI CI PANTS

_ (In Percentages)

e,

TABLE 107 4

r----.. -,1

0

-, ..,

..,

.'..

1 .

si

lb. .

Estimated Net Proportion Changing To

<77
Cr,

Lower

Self-Esteem
' Higher

Self-Esteem

Same ,
Self - Esteem

An
. ,

' Male
Mandatory femdle 4

.Volunteer female . . . ,'
t

Fewer than 1-2 years education. ......
12 years education

_More than 12 Aars 'education .

.

18-29 years old, ,

30 year* oc olte? -

.

.
, .

0

. . .

. ;

.
33

121)"

4./e
35

3

-14 4:::'*#:.

.31

,32

t

°

45

49
32
48

54
44
38

41

51

22

2c
18

24

31

25
17

aApAndix F, Table F-7 presents the full regression results.fO; voucher recipients.

'.. e o .
bnEspecia 1 ly" larsg4tonderscored) effects of vouchering are those lying outside the +23 and

+45 range.
i

IP .
c"Especia4ly" large {underscored) effects of voucheriqg are those lying outside the +12 and

.

+32' range.
.

_
.

,
.
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t

The,,level of self-esteem of the vouchered WI41 clients was quite

41'high. With 5.0 the maximum possible. self.7:esteem score, the meap on any

item was never lower than 4.1 and rose as high as 4.6. A majority of the

'voucher clients had a .change in their self-esteem between the time they

,
tommi tted the i r vouhei-. and Ifie end of their institutional training.

Thomgh there were many, changes, they were small, in magnitude.' Certain

subgroups of the respondents were(more-111/ to have had higher self-

esteem at theend of their training experiences than other groups.

Wales, voluntZer fem, those with fewer :than 12 years of education,

older respondents! those with whi te ,co 1 1 ar trai n mg ocCupations,'(p'rof:

, fessi ona I admi.n s t rat i vet managerial and c i cal)? ithose who completed.....

-the i r trai n Lag -apd those who made occupational decisions autonovous

were more likely'to have higher. self-esteem scores after their training

than 'they had had .it the t of commitment. Mandatory females,- those4

in blue collar and service Graining occuPations; and those who did not
, -

make their own occupational decisions were more lkely to have had a

lower self-esteem at the end of their training experiences. Although

I.

one must be weary of.Hawthorne effects ip stud; eS' of this kind, 'the

data do suggest that whether chang was positive or neg"ative, the

vouchering'experience did have an effect on the self-perceptions of

the WIN participants.

1t is relevant to ask )"Nether progral0faCtors outweigh demo-

graphic factors in the dete,mination of changesin self-esteem,' since the

administrative impl i cations. of one, or the other di ffer. Demographic

characttristi-cs den Se manipulated via sell,Clion criteriawho gartici-
-

pates in the systems program characteristics can be manipulated as

,
well, such as the granting of, more, or less decision - making autonomy. In

most cases program factors in anges in self-esteem,(training occupa-y

v.

tion, autonomy, and, completiorOtatu0 equaled or q!tweighed demographic
r. 4111.

factors.-;

,
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VII. CLIENT REACTION TO THE VOUCHER SYSTEM

It was thought that it would be useful and interestingeo hear

the voucher clients' opinions of the program and how' it might best be

changed (if at all) Respondents-were asked;About the prograprovis-

ions on the length and cost of training; about whether vouchereq, train-

trig should be limited.lo certain occupations 'or available for any

training atall; and more generally for thsji recommendatisms on ways,

to improve the- program. 14464

.

One Year Training Limit

. Mory than half, the voucher recipients (57%) thought that One..

year was too short for ,institutional 'training. The remaining 43pe-
,

dent considered it to be about right (no one said that one year miase

too long) (Table 108), /

-

TABLE 108

ATTi TUDE-OF VOUCHER CLI gNTS- TOWARD THE E

.ONE Y&AR T1,14E LOOT ON TRAINING

,

Ms

/.
Percent

.

About righ ., 43
'

ci

. Too short : 4 57
.

Too long -

Total %
0 WO

(N) ;( I I 5)

.

I,
ti.1 r

e
:

1 , i

, Among thos who said that one year Was too short for training,
oo . .

some said that jt was igtdequate for their specific 'needs and goals,

but mos "(spoke of -impersonal, factors such as prograrayal 1 abl 1 i ty
1

-

,,,4
. ft,

the length of,trraining required by.specific occupations (Table 309).

, *Loeil/ig, at the data in aoslightly Offerent way, we found et?
1 ,

.

voucher partiqpants were concerned that and year 9f training would

not .q1611 fy;thertr to enter specific fields on take: particular' jobs that

1

4, .4

',

..
,) 7.h .

.

-
P

, 1

.

v.../ k...,
.

,
.. .0 c'

,!

, .

,. , ..
r J 4. .' ..
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4
- TABLE 109

VOUCHER RECIPIENTS' BEASCINS FOR CONSIDERING

ONE YEAR TO BE TOO SHORT FOR TRAINING

.

iine year of traCwing rules out some
programs and fieldsa

Some indiAiduals need more than one year
to masterthe'materials in a one year program 14

Percent

86

Total % 100 '

(N) (66)

aThis,category includes'respOnses such as nnA,year
of 6-arningiis too short to enter some fields; 'one year of
training does not prepare/qualify one for a good job or one
that paFs well;.one,year of training does not allow one to
enter some:programs; and, there are very few one year
programs.'

they had in mind. Others mentioned that there werinoe enoygh one year

programs. Stitt] others were concerned that-one year's training would

not sAlify them to compete for the "better" jobs in the job market.

This suggests that voucher recipients were thinking about the future

and of ways to.change, their.AFDC status.
4

.10
It was interesting that clients who thought one year was too

short tended to settle spontaneously on two years as an acceptable

.substitute rather than on any other blog.k4of time. 'It was felt ei'fher

°that employers who pay well requira0applicants to have had two years

ortraining, or alternatively, that in order to know enough to qualify

for'a good job a person must,train for two years. Respondents did"not

clarify their ideas.of what consituted a "good" job. Pr mably, they

were hoping to escape $om the humdrum, repetitive, low-paying routine

a.
of jobs. that required little or no skill. Agone respondent put it,

. . referring to, the one year training limit, they gave us a choice to take
.

anythipg, and the/ we lots of things that too more than one year."

i Only 14 pgcent f.the voucher. participants Nett that the needs%s
i.

.-

, and abilitieS orindividu Is might require that they be trained loC. --
, .

,,
.

more than one var. 'Due to'lack of'atility to outside, demands on . ..---

%., .

1 . ,

4) 2. , ' .v . -
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their time such as child care or sickness, they mikit need two years

to learn what others could learn in-one.

We were particularly interested in whether

more education, those.with larger families, those whb attended public

schools, those who dropped training,'andthose whowery.preparing for

professiohal occupations might for a variety of reasorik feel that one

year,of thinimg was not sufficient.

Male and Female Participants .

The sex of the clients did not make'any difference in their

attitude toward the one-year time limit on training. Fifty-eight per-

cent of the men and 57 percent of the women believed one year tobe

too shiit a ,time (Table 110). A somewhat ,larger proleprtion of women

than men (8 percentage points) felt it.mighe be drffikult-for certain

indivIhuals to master the material in a one year -program in that one xear.

women, those with

Voucher-Participants With Different

Educational Levels

It ,was expected that4clients with higher leveis'of education

would be.mOre likely than the lass educated'to find the one year

tbo.short; tliat they might be-unable to find a suitable pr gram that

only toot one year. Our data indicate that in face- espondents with . 4

an a high school education were elAge.cially li.kely to be dis-

pleased with the one year limit;on training, '78 percent.objecting

comp'ared with54 percent of those with lesS education (Table 1,10).-.
. . ,

,

here were
1

s1ig4t difflerentes in the proportion expressing concerti

that some 'individuals might need more than one year to master the !

material
,

in a one year program, with the least educated les ike:1Y to

ir
f

express such a cOnWn. It was.of,interesOthat whereas 20 o 30 per-
t

cent of the better-educated participants bilLeved that one year's', .

t .

traihin 4did not prepare one for'a "Odd" job,'only ane of the'partici-

pants Whodrid not complete high school felt this to be the cake. One

reason for this might be that their ambitions were set lower, another
.*

that they pose occupations*,,WitIK shim-ter training pericIds
'.1

a
, ,

1 Ann, Richardson, Mouchered Skill Training in'WIN: Rrogram-

Guidelines.' and'Selected Empirical Findings (14hington, D.C- ::',13tyreau

of Social Science Research, Inc.,'Febrtiary, 1977).

JP

a.
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TABLE 110
Al

PROPORTION OF VOUCHER CLIENTS WNO SAID THAT ONE YEAR TRAINI,MC WAS TOO SHORT, AND THE REASON FOR SAYING SO,

rs BY SE)), EDUCATION AND NUMBER OF DEPENDENTS

0 (In Percentages)

O
Sex

A'ale

P . Percent who thought

ode yeartro'short.

(N)

13.4219-9

One year rules out some
programs and fields

'Some indIvsduals need more than
one year to master the
Material in a one year program,

,

Total

(N) t
(14)

58

y424)

93

Education Numbec-Of'DependeRts
.

Female
Leis Than
12 Years

12

Years

More Than
12 Years

'
0-t

2-3

4 o"

More

57 54 , 52 78 51 - 61

(91) (24) (73) (18) (41) (18)

Ao4104

85 92 " B4 86 76 91 91

15, 81 16 14 ! 24 9 9 Ii

100' . 100 100 " 100 100 100

(13) (38) (14) (21) (35) (II)

, -
..4 c o 11,

, 1

a

s - -

4 ,

f
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Voucher Rart-t-Cipants Theft- Fami 1 i es

t- was- thought Xhat the more dependents a c 1 ielit had the

_greater would be the demands on his or her time and money, and there::

-fore-the more likely he/she would be to abjec.t et) the voucher prOgram

.restrictions. When we looked at the voucher recipients' answerlaby

A _

4

the.number of their dependents, we found that indeed; proportionately
'fewer.- retpiondents with small families !felt one year was insuffic ient
time ,(Table 110).- HoweVer, when we looked at why respondents felt-
more time was .needed,. considerably larger proportions of those wi
few .dependents felt individuals might need more th.an one year to

master- -.the -ma;eriail in a one year program This suggests- that k.t' .
7.

'something other, than simply family demands, which accounts for this
114W'

reasoning. It must be recalled that theipumber of dependent ,defers

.to adults east:Children, and it is likely that-the nulliber of aciuit's per"
faMily has a- greater effect on family obligailts-Itliansimpil); the

tnumber of dependen ..
. -

Public and Private School Participants . -

Since public school training courses are,tprcallyk_loriger,than
top

courses for the same occupation in private sclifoois,2 it seemed-p186attte--
, .

that public school students would be ioret,firkely.to oppose the tralaing_
limit than the others. We found that\ in fact -public _school students` '.-
. ._ .

were far more like-ly. to be unhappy about the one -year limlepti) than....-"--
,

`those who went to private sehoois (46%) (Table 111)-.--.. !'---- ' " `.--

In the reasons given by public and private sChool; sitidents: as
O - ..; ' ... :

to-why one year was too short, the's' gni f tcantli fference-,Was 1,-n tRe

idea that el tents would not be qualified To get "goof:II:C.:fobs 'In this -4'.
time A mere 7 percent of the Clients JD private sthocili, buto.fhi rd. _ _

_ _ .'s ,,z,..,,
of those i n pub]) c.schools th-ought,thi s would be the case (ii. I s . Sign)

.f i dant obe ad the .05 level)'. I n fact , drie ii not -cert Wet for an'. ..."_.
. ...-

occupati after one year in pub.licrSchool, hut may be able' to Finish-
,

.. ..

the whole course of training in ii,privatd.ichool IA- that tliime .
. .

>
...

r
- . - -_---, B. Duhning -aiicl" J. :Unger-, Schools' -Responses- to VouCtierpi

Vocational -Training: Experiences With the PorelandNIN Voucher
Trafning Program (Wash!. gton,l1D.C.: Bureau of Social Scie*e Research,_ ,

':-<----..-1 :lc. , July,- )975) , 1. t
. .- -

1.3.:".. _....: ,- .....5' .:" '
,_ ..., , _ .- 7.

..-- -: 1..- ..- ,. >- ,... , .r
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TABLE III

PROPORTION OF VOUCHER CLIENTS MHO SAID THAT ONE YEAR TRAINING WAS TOO SHORT, AND THE REASON FOR SAYING $0,1

BY TYPE OF SCHOOL, TRAINING OCCUPATION AND GOMPLET1ON STATUS 4

(In Percentages)

ad
A

School Training Occupation Completion Statusa

1

Private .Public

Professional,
Technical,

Administrative

Clerical
Blue
Collar

Service Com7reted Dropped Out

i

..v

.L"'

Percent Gino thought

one year too short

.
(N)

Reason

46

(63)

71

452)

79

(14)

51

(57)

!

43'

(23)

89

(18)

%ea

(71)

53

(38)

.83,

i

17

89

11 :\:e

1

82

18

76

24 .4'

100
.14".:

_100r 89

11

.
80

20

!

f

One yea? rules out some

Progrand'and fk..elds

-.

Some indrviduois need more than

ope yea; to master 'the
material in a one rear program,

Total %
(N)

100

(29)

100

(37)

100

(11)

100

(29)

100

(10)

100

(16)

100

(45)

+ 100

(20)

aThree voucher participants were still in WIN 8chered training ae the time of the intervieW.

. Pr

rte'

0.
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: . , ,
. _ .

Recipients enrolled n public school were the more likely to

Oajm thae they were prohibited (Nom egtering the field of their choice.

On ttie whole, neither group felt that, with e one year of training,
,
they would be able to compete for the better j s or the ones they

particularly wanted. Those at pub)ic schools thong in terms of

petsonal, specified career goals. Private school studs is also felt

thatrthey.could not get adequate training in one, year, but

likely to specify a career, they ,ten ed think, instead in zor

terms terms of any job "worth' h vigg, a/one

.4 '4

Voucher Participants and
Their Trairinq Occupations

,Sincejdifferent occupatio stake varying amounts of training,

in terms of time and cost, we= to find that ,those w se fields

NoclOieed thelopder training or i'gher- costs would be more oncerned

with the restkctions. We fog d that trainees i blue co lar and

clericS1 jobs were better ser ed by one year of trafni than were the

others, with only 43 percent and 51.Pircent respectively, voicing dis-

satisfaction with the voich, r program , one year limit, In contrast, 79

re less

general

t it).
-;

respondent p

percent of those in profes ional, technical, administrativep and 85, per-
-.

cent othose in service coupe-Lions voiced dissatisfaCtid/6'(Table Ill).

Training ()coupe, ion did ieem to have an'effect on the reasons

given for dissatifact,eog.with the one yeles training limit., None of
...., '74 .

I

those-who-prepared for blueo.klar-Or service- occupations felt that-
. r .

individuals might need more than One,year u matter"/he material in a
: %

one year program. Twenty4Tour.penenr of ihosein.olerical and 18 per-
,.

cent.of those,-in.profesional occupatiopt fell sUch."aconcerp,
, J ./,

1.

: 'Those traiqng, as'service wont wer unlikely to worry about
.

findingerl of the "Better jobs" once trainingewas over, with onlytone
.* ..-

. ^ person ex essing this cencern.(Table 111)".

Participants Who Completed jQ

Their Training

It was hypothesized that wh'eXher or. .got students' completed
. , t

their training would be reflecte4,"j0kir Ofitudes,towards, the
:-..,,,i ..:..

Voucher training rules; we presumed,hose" who coApleted
it
training

''"&"-:-'0 '.-4.. , . .-
would tend to be morg,satisfieci wit04111v06I:mr,,IiMit than would
-,* .

' ' - , . -..,..
b:, :,,,1;,.,, '

. A
.

. X .,,;,, ;,,; 4 40i., .. I

.

'''.ri,? 1.. 7., :ii

V :.4.

:1 .,41 S i
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dropouts. There were in fact no signific nt differences in the opinions
/-

offered by voucher recipients whiscomplete thieir training or who

dropped out (Table 110, The only area mentioned more often 'by t ose

.who comp,eted their training than thd'se who dropped 1) was a

that, in general, one year's treinifig does not prepare u.for a "good'

job.

A slightly 1 ger-rportionof dropouts fe)t that more time

was needed for dome ndividuals to master the materie in a one yeab:.

progtam.

Train 41
in Cost R

When asked their opinion of the $2,500 that was avaOlp e or

training %full 75 percent of the respondents found jt to be "about
4

right!' The remainder were evenly split on whether $2,500 was too much,

or too little (Table 112)

1

IF

02i
TA B' 112 (

ATTITUDE OF VOUCHER C6ENTS TOWARD THE $2,500
FOR TUITION, BOOKS AND SUPPLIES

. 4

. .:_ Percent.

$2,500 for euitidh and other 'costs;
. --.,___. ..____

About right 75

Too tittle
Too much: 'ewe...0,

.

Total

;13

12

, top

(115)

L

Among those who felt k ia 12,500 was too little f.or traithinM

47 percent mentioned that many the prograths offered by,sckools cost

- .more than that, and. that trainin optioAyiere chereby limited.3

.*

3Some respondents answered thatA,590 was insuPficient foi ;
two years trainia§ and were apparently harking baek_to theearliq4
questipn about whetherthe

ever, Since they see the p-roblem.in a monet ry light they t4ere included
he r training. How-r one year was sufficien e

he _,.-

1
'

/ If:1 3, , .

.,ik
, ..---.

:
o

:':20.*Of 7



Two-thir s of the' clients Who thought that $2,500 was insuffi-

cient Pointed out that many incidental, problems'mjght arise during the

course of theyear for which one would need pxt,ra.money. For instance,

unexpected circumstances such asill health,. accidents or car repair,

landistaneal-d problems like child care and lunches might- increase train-

ing costs. They considered $2,50*.te be inadequate so long as there is

no additional finan-ing to pick up the costs of incidentals such as

these. Si course these expens covered'for the voucher.cliepts;
A1111)

..ma/be they were s at the program should continue to do so, or

perhaps s of them did not know fkat!WIN routinely de allowances

forChese kinds of expenses. 4

Twelve percent of the respondents thought that $2,500 was over-
c k

generous. Sixply-four percent of 'these people afgued that there were

plenty of programs td chOose from which cost less. Two otherpersons,

mentioned that schools might take 'advantage of the client or WINtand

charge the full amount available, regardless of the content or usual

cast o(the course. (Onoperson thought that clients woOld take advan-

tage of WIN in this way)4able/113).(

TABLE Ilf

REASONS GIVEN BY VOUCHER RECIPIENTS(FDR SAYING THAT THE $2,500; '

LAB LE FOR TRAINING """IS TOO LITTLE 011-700 MUCH ' "
A

Percent
i

_.....,- f
`---/- Mentico

.(
$20,500 too little ' (N=15)

.
Mu, restrict. training alternatives J . * . . .. ... . . 47I

.
May need more money for books and incidentals
such as chill!, care, lunch; gas, etd. '60

a 1

$2,500 is more than necessary

There are enough
than that amount

'

programs -which coif less

wi 11. take advantage of the
charge more for training

Training schOols
clients and'will

Clients will take advantage of WIN

Depends on the program

A (N=14)

' 64

a
Multiple responses were permitted.

1 9 ,
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Male and Female Participants. At
.

In general men were more likely to be dissatisfied, with the

$2,800 than women. A third of the men but only a fou'rth pf,,the Women
,

.

said they were not satisfied with it. Males were more likely (20%)'

than women (11%) to think that $2,500 was insufficient Of the. men-
\

who did not think $2,500 was adequate, 80 pe cent said it was toa

little bedeirse "it restricts, training.option " and two ofherS4ecause

extra4noney might be needed for books or eeS nal items: In contrast,

78 percent of the women'who thought the"sum too small weretworried

. about' the extra perfonal costs: e

.7 Of those who.thought $

ecially those of .0114 care.

00 was more than necessary, three

guartersof.tlie women said there were plenty dT proiliams which cost

less.Each of the three meh who thought $2,500 was too, much had a

different reason)fot saying so '(Table ,f

c ti
.

.s

VouchersParticipant With Different f)
, -

Educational Levels 4.0 t °
S

thOse respondents who had alreadythalaPpost nigh school educe-
,

tion_were the most likely to sayitha $-2,500 was either too-little,or

for trainlng. Forty-four4pircent Are not pleased. On the

hand, a-iargee than,averageinumber, 81 pprceni, of the high _

'school graduates were satisfied4

00.4

, .

Those who were4lissatisfied wizh the mdhetary limit were fairly

ev Irdivided at vach educational level between whether -the

to Rto much: There was' but one signilican$ diffe

th educational levels in the opinions en.tossed. This Was

" who elreved that schools or Clients would take advantage of

contracting fdl the largsst amount allowed wertexclusiyely

'with 12"yea,rs of formal schodling (Table
6P14)..

°

' *.{

4 1,

I
Ti

amount was

rende among

that those

yul by

respondOnts

a

Ann Richardson, Vouchered'Skill Training in WIN:1, Program

Guidelines and Selected Empirical Indings,(Washingtdil, D,C.: Du4cdp
of Social Science Researchnc. eIlruary 1971, page 7190,, which reports 0

5 often cciTts vore,lhan that for
.

to
P '

that training for "men's" oCcdpa
"womenJs" jobs.

A.
A

ail )

ti
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TABLE 114 I ,
,

PROPORTION Of VOUCHER RECIPIENTS WHO THOUGHT THAT $2, 00 WAS
TOO: LITTLE OR TOO MUCH, AND 'NEI R REASONS FOR SAYING 0,

BY SEX ANBrEDUCATION
(In Percentages)

Sex

Male 1Female

Education

Less Than 12 More Than
12 Years Years 12 Years

. . 4J

Percent Who Thought $2,500:

Abdut right 67 76 . 67 , 81 56

. Too little 21 11 17 10, 22

Too much' s 13 13 17 9 , 22

- Tota)%
r(N)

oi IOO to I 100 100 -

(24) . (88) .(24) (69 A(16)

'

Reasons Given Percent Mentioni ns
a

$2,500 is Too Li title (A) ,e 1(5) (9) (1+) : (6) Y (4)

May restrict training .

alternatives $0 33 50 50 50
. ,

.

.,.: May need more tmey for
- books, incidentals and

persona 1 i temp 40
.. 50 :, 50 100

. ..

$2,500 is Too Much . (N) (3) (11) 13) (7) 'N+) ,.
,

There areenough programs to
choose from which cot less. 33 73 . 67 57 75

Training schools will take ..

- .

advantage of clients 33 '9 , *- 29

Clients will take
advantage of WIN . 9 '

14. -

' '
.

Depends on the program '33 9 ') .33 - ,. 25

. .

a .
Multiple responses were permitted..

441,
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Public and Private School Pariicip:ailits

. Whether the voucher clients-.attended public or private school

made very little difference in thet attitudes toward the $2,500 avail -

able(9>e training. Most in each gr4up felt that $2,560 was adequate.
.

Eleven percent of those private'tchool and 16 percent irrpublic
schoel _thoughtit too muds, and 12 and 1.3 percenke respectively, con-

sidered it to be inadequate. Ttityllso, gave mush the same reasons for

holding these opinions, and in similar proportions (Table 115).

r 4.

Voucher Participants and Their
Training Oceu ations 00w

N, s with the length of training, clerical trainee's seemed also

to be most eemfortable with the cost provision; 81 percent said the,

sum was "about right," closely followed by
ri
78 percent of the service

.

worker . Perhaps these are the kinds of tNelning programs that the

errbles used in Portland were'mOV realistically geared for,

Whether or not it was intended.__Cetainly those des -firing professional

or Managerial training did tend to Find the allowance unrealistic.

Forty -three percent, and they were evenly divided as to whether it was

oo sitallor toogreat a sum, recommended against it.' Those Orofes-
44\

sional trainees'who felt $2,500 was too much said there-were enough

le-ts expensive Programs to give them .,).iablechoices. Two of the three

professional trainees who said, the money was notenougi reported that

many programs cost more than $2,500. Not unexpectedly, 67 percent of

th6se training ih clerical fields who said the monetaryrlimIt was "too

much" felt trainees should be able to firwyess expensive coursed.

Students 'in blue collar occupations were a .little more inclined,

than the usual to feel that $2,500 was too little. They were equally

\likely to mention a possible need for additional money far expenses

- ynd the possibility that training options might be constrained by the

. amount suggested for training. Of those who felt $2,500 was "too

much:" they were somewhat more likely than other groups to say that

the adequacy of the sum depended on theyarticular program the client

wanted to take. Thirteen p&cent of these blue.colfar trainees and

10 percent of the clerical workersi'who thought $2,500 was "too much"

felt this py, though none of thohe prepSring' for other training'occu-

pations did (Table 115).

f
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TABLE 115

PROPORTION OF VOUCHER RECIPIENTS WHO THQUGHT THAT $2,500 WAS TOO LITTLE OR TOO MUCH, AND THEIR REASONS
FOR SAYING SO, BY TIPE'OF DCHOOlc, TRAINING OCCUPATION MO COMPLETION STATUS tr TRAINING COURSE

(In Percentages)

/School, Training Occupation / Completion Status

Professional,
TeCtinIcal,

Administrative
lyeClerical

Col la r Service Completed Dropped Out

1

CO

P-

Private

Percent Who.Tholight $2,500:

Abet right
Too little
Too much

kotal %
(N)

76
76
11

13

"71
71

16

12

57
21 '
21

65
65

7 22
12 13

,

' 78 .
78 .
17
6

Mt,

82
82
10

9

58
58
21

21

100
(63)

99
(49)

99
(14)

100, 100.

(57) (23) o

10.1

(18)
101

(71)
100
(38)

RPasons Given

.rt

(7)
s

57

t.. .57

,.(8)

63

s
13

13

Abs' 1,1?'

*.,

' -

.
, .

(8)

N38

-
63

.(5)

50 .

13

13

(3)

67

100,

(3)

100 .

Percent Mentioning'

/

(3) .

33 .-

67

I
(1)

''
100.

(7)

- '
43

71

(6)

83

-

17

1,

(8)

5%

50

(8)

50

25.

...25

,, 82.500 is Too. Li ttle (N) (4) PO

50 50

59 50

(6) 13)

67 ' I 67

17 33

-

11 33

.
May restrict training
alternatives

May riled more money for
books, Incidentals, and
personal items

$2.500 Is Too stuch (N)

Theta are enough prograiss
which cost less to choose
Trill schools telt',
adval ge Inc I.4i

", Clients
I i tae ntage

advanta of WIN .
Oopendseon, the prOgr'om

'Multiple responses ware permitted.

V
1
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Voucher Participants Who Completed
Their Training

It was expected that those respondents who dropped their train-

ing would-be more inclined to ob}eCt to the $2,500 at money problems

might have been one cause of their wi.thdrawal. We found'that clients

who compreted training considered $2,500 to be "about right" more fre:

quently (82%)'than those who dropped out (58%). The dissatisfied were

evehly distributed in .thinkin the money to be either too little or

too much. There was hot a great deal, of difference in 'the reasons

giLen by-dropouts against those who completed. Only those whO'failed /

.$ 'to complete training belieVed that ,schools would take advantage of WIN

by charging the full $2,500 regardless of.the usual cost of the training

41

in question.

Seventy-one percent of those who completed and thought $2,5007

was Insufficient, compared to 50 percent of the dropouts who thought

it too small a sum, cited a, possible need for more money for booki and

incidentals.' ThesamC pi-oportiohs of each said there were "enough"

0, programs available ;Mich cost less than that amount (Table 115).

Limiting Use of The Voucher
to Certain Occupations

When asked if they thought that WIN training funds,shoujd be

applicable to any occupation or whether some, occupations should be

excluded, the majority of respondents said that training should be

allowed tn any occupation; 22 percent thought thete should be some

exc)usions (Table 116).

TABLE 116
,

'PROPORTIONS OF WIN VOUCHER RECIPIENTS WHO THOUGHT VOUCHERS SHOULD
BE AVAILABLE FOR ANY OCCUPATIONS OR SHOULD BE LIMITED

/
WIN Funds Should,Re:,

Available fOriany occupations 78

Limited to certain occupations

4 Percent

Total %
:(N)

.
22 '

100'.

. (115)
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. Among the respondents Who recommended Pimits, the opinion most

frequently expressed was that it berestricted to occupations for

which jobs are available in the market. A number of individuals had

difficulty getting jobs in their training occupation.5 Seventeen per-

dira beli6V-edthetvouchered traintngropportunittesshould Limited_

to jobs that require training 111 order to work in the occupation in,

question. Nearly a third voiced an objection t9 avocational training,

.'sUch as athletics or recreation (Table 117).

TABLE 117.

VOUCHER RECIPIENTS WHO THOUGHT THAT TRAINING FUNDS
SHOULD NOT BE AVAILABLE FOR JUST ANY OCCUPATION,

BY THE TYPE OF RESTRICTIONS THEY RECOMMENDED'

Should Be Limited To:

Skilled jobs,

Occupations for which jobs are available
in the job market t 42

Percent
Mentioninga

17

Trbining which can be completed in one
Year or with $2,500 tuition for a year . 4

Occupations for which one demonstrates aptitude 13

.

Should Prohibit:

Occupationstyou'can get on-the-job training f6r

Avocational training such as athletics
for recreational, pursuits 29

04).

-

a
Multiple responses were permitted.

. *.r .

5Forcomplete data on labor force behavior the first three
months following_training,see Chapter,1V, section B. Data.on,lOver-

, term labor force behavior is still under analysis.. ..-.
*

'+?

'42
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Male and Female Participants

'Men were much more likely than women to favor a restriction on

the occupations permitted in a Boucher training system. Forty-dne

percent of the men, but only 14 percent of the women were so inclined.6

Sixty percent of these men said that training funds Should be restricted

to "occupations which are.available in the job market:" It was,amajor

concern of the meh that one be able to find work after training. While .

nearly 6 fourth of the women alsb felt this way `.they were equally

likely to mention` that training should be limited to skilled occupations.

This opinion was held-by only .10 percent of the males. The other major

restrCtion, proposed by about '30 percent of each sex, Was that avoca-

clonal training be excluded (Table 118).

TABLE 118

VOUCHER CLIENTS WHO THOUGHT THAT WfN TRAINING FUNDS SHOULD
BE LIMITED TO CERTAIN OcCUPATIONS; AND WHAT SORT

OF RESTRICTIONS THEY WJSHED TO.4HPOSE, BY gEi
(in:Percentages)

Male Female

limited to certain occupations

(N),

41 14

(24). (88).

Should Be licifed To: Percent Mentioninga
.. . (,

Skilled jobs .

X
10 243

c .. t
,.. Occupations which are availab.le

',.. . .

in the job market
-

/ 60 23

Training which can be complet0 in one /
.. ,

year or with $2,500 tuition foe a year .8

Occupations fcir which one demonstrates ap-iitud i0 015

Should Prohibit:

Occupat'ion's you can get en-the-job training r ,- a

Avocationlil training such as athletics
' recreational pursUits ,' 30 31

(N) (10) (13). -

--------Multiple'responses were permitted

6This is significant beyond the .0 level in achi square test.

10 0
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Public and Private' School Participants

Twenty-two percent of the private school students and 18 per-

cent of the public school students felt that'vouchers Shduld be avail-
.

able for training "in just certain occupatjons'2 (Table°119). The

chief concern of 50 per-Cent of the private school trainees w-a--that

'Vouchers be reserved for training in those occupations in which there
yr'

are jobs available in the JOb-market Iwo of the mine pvbl'rc sthoo-1
s

students made the same recommendation. Those enrolled in public schools

were more .inclined to be concerned that avocational training be excluded

with 5Es percent holdinsl.to this belief. Fourteen percent of those in

private schools mentioned this. This differential is probably partly a

reflection of the fact that it is in public schools more often than

private schools that avocational training is offered,(Table 119).

TABLE 119

VOUCHER CLIENTS WHO WANTED TOLIMiT WIN TRAINING FUNDS TO CERTAIN
OCCUPATIONS', AND WHAT THOSE L1MITWERE TO BE, BY THE TYPE

--- OF SCHOOL WHERE THEY GOT THEIR TRAIRIka
(I'n Percentages)

Private Public

Limit to certain'occupatjons'

(N)
.

22 18'

(63) (49)

Should Be Limited To: Percent Mentioninga

Ski lea jobs sit

...-

29 :-

Occupations which are available
in th job market s

Trai in'g which can be completed in one
year wittr$2,500 tuition for a year

'Occupation; for which one demonstrates aptitude. 4

Should Prohibit:

50--

7

7

7

14

(14)

T-22

t 22

.

56

(9)

"4

' Occupations you can get on-the-job training for

Avocational training such as athletics
or recreational pursuits

....

(N)

.aMultiple responses here permitted.

1

r



Voticher, Participants With Different . .

Educational Lew.
.

, .

%-
Level of education made no material difference in whether or

.

not ,recipients` thought that some kinds of occupations' should be pro-
.

hibited in a voucher trenipg system (Table 120). Abiute,Cifth at

each educational level thought'there should be'l,imitItions.

Vmucher_Eirticipants and Their
Training Occupations

Thgre was'a significant difference by 'training occupation in

the proportions suggesting that some occupations be excluded from a

voucher system (Table 120).8 En particular, thosein clerical train-
._ 4

ing were less likely than expected (on the basis of marginal distribu-

tions) to suggest occupational restrictions on vouchered training.

Voucher Participants Who Completed
Their Training

Completion was not a factor.,that influenced clients' opinions

on this matter. Twenty-two percent of t6o5e who completed training,

and 16 perceht of the dropouts thought WIN' should:imposee restrictions

on the kinds of occupations for which voucher recipients could get

training (Table, 120).

. -

.cs

4,1

7There were only a small number of people who wanted to exclude
parkicular occupations. Consequently, when they despribed the occupj
tions they wished to exclude, and were broken up. into subgroups with
three or mope categories, the numbers became too small for us to have
much confidence .in the reliability of'detailed comparisons. Therefore,

we will on the whole deal only with whetherthey felt certain occupa-
tions should be excluded, but not which ones.

8The) chi square for this distribOtton is 10.8; p is significant
beyond .05.°
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TABL710 4

,VOUCHER RECIPIENTS OY WHETHEit THEY THOUGHT 'MAT WIN TRAINING FUNDS SHOULD ISE,LINITED TO CERTIIN OCCUPATIONS
OR AVAILASLE FOR MY OCCUPATIONS, ISY EDUCATION, TRAINING OCCUPATION , .

AND 'CONPLETION STATUS Of TRAINING COURSE
. (In Percentages)

e

4 I. a

4

.

Education Training Oclupafron Corrolet.ion Status

L

,

CO.1

/e..

4

rs
lass Thah

.12 Yea
.

12

Years
1

.Nore Than' Profess Ionil ,
technIca .12 Yaars

Administrative
Clerical Niue

C51,11ar
Saruice Completed

ff
Oropped Out

Funds Should BO:

79

21

.
81

19

78

22

7

.

57

,

43

.-

89
_____
II

65

35'

83

___..

''.,17.

-r-.
78

22

'.

84

16

occupation
Ay a I labia for any

-)

71,

.

'Limited to Just carrifil
occupations

.

Total % '

(N)
100

IA)
100
(69)

100
(184

4 100
4,(l4) '

100.
(57)

4

030
(23)

, 100
(18)

100

(74)

100

(38) _

f

111

.
'TN ,

. 2
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Clients' Additional Suggestions For
Improving.The Voucher System

Voucher clients were given a last opportunity to share their:

iuggestions for iMproving the voucher system. Their suggestions fell

into five major areas:, accountability, flexibility; freedom, more -

infbrination and more services-/Table l2I).

The most frequently mentioned suggestion was the need for more

Arvices. Twenty percent of those with ideas for improving 'the voucher

system said that'more money was needed -,for car maintenance, child care,

health care and "incidentals" reiated to training, Seventeen percent of

the voucher clients felt that personal attention and guidarice was the

greatest lack in

The need

nts.

elt information

,.
the voucher system. .

.

for more informations was mentioned quite often by tle

'Thirteen percent of th'e people offering suggestions

on the reputation of the training schools should be

provided to the client. Sollfie felt the need to have information avail -

able,on job availability before they committed theirvoucher. Some

felt more information on the voucher 'system itself as well as infprma-
4

tion on monies available from WIN for training needs should be provided.

One of the stronger ideas. to emerge was that both rqcipients'

and schools ought to be held accountable to WIN for the actions they

took, and where or how the money was spent. WIN should "keep closer

.track oe- student and be in closer touch with the schools"; see that

students'' needs are being met, know how the mpney-is being spent,

require schools to have "better records of student costs, know the)

ground fOI: termination, and.see that clients are, making a serious

effort to fulfill their role as,studerits." There'was some resentment

gainst people who kept'droppjng out and then startrhg,again or who.

ere otherwise hot serious'about training. The respondents felt that

s ch people were taking 4 place and_Using the fundt that others need'ed

de perately, and should therefore be excluded. Participants felt that

the e should be more communicatiori among the. three partiesWIN,

vouc er client% and (raining instiltutionsand that.WINshoul'd be more

invol ed with and'exerciAp greater control and.selectivity over clients

and s ools.

0,
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TABLE 121

VOUCHER RECIPIENTS SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVING THE

Suggestions

Accountability t

Clients an choolt should be held accountable to
WIN for their actions 4

CHER SYSTEM

.Percent
Mentionille

(N=76) .

tl
.

'Informat(on

3

.

Should be given information on the reputation o?
training schools

Should be given information about monies available
from WIN for training needs 3

Should be given information on job availability
before comatting voucher 5

'Should be given moreinformation about the her

system'
'- "

/

.
7

Obligations of school, WIN and we.lfard thould,be
outlined to1lessen confusiOn on resources e' '4

'Services L.
:s,

.

Money should be provided for child care, health
care and incidentals related to training 20

Mote.personal attention and guidance are needed ...... 17
Flexibility

/ Training limits shZuld be longer 7a
ShOuld blloW Clients to garticipateon t part-tim4 basis 3

Ttaining should not be rstriCtedtlf specif deadlines

Change eligibility requirements

Freedom

' WIN 'should allow clients more freedom in the prigram

Micelraneous

8 /

Clients should be given vocational aptitude tests
When'they eqter WIN 7

Complaints about the red tape and sloi4hess at WIN 8

Criticisms of WIN counselors 3

Other 4

a
Multiple responses were permitted,

1),

Ar.

.4
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Another kind of suggestion made, though lessoften, was the

>need for Ynore.flexibility in the voucher system. Respondents felt

training limits should be longer, clients Should be allowed to part.ci:

pate on a pare-time basis, training should not be restricted by. specific
3

deadlines, clients should be given more time to commit the voucher and

l? find an appropriate school, 'and the system ought to be available to

0 a wider range of people. While, eight percent Of the-voucher clients

offering suggestisons felt that .the system pught to be open to a wider

range of people, -sqme'felt ae the same time that not'everyone should

be given a voucher.' Jhdy expressed concern that there we'xe people who

really needed or wailted something like this, but whom the rules dis-

t/ qualified from participating, whereas it was available to others who

could- do- without- _ _

?Along with amore flexible voucher, system, individuals wantedi

more freedom. They wanted to be left, more on their own to make deci-

sion s about extra codl-ses, which bookstore to use or whether to change

schools if'necessary.

As can be seen in Table 121 clients suggestions were varied,
. /

and cored a wide range of areas for improvement and change.

Summary

In all, almost 60 percent of the voucher rec ipients did not

think that one year was a sufficient amount of time in.which to'train.

Clients; with more than a high school education: those who went to public

schools, and those who trained for propssional-or service jobs, were

"- *the ones least'satisfigd with the one year maximum for training. The ,

least likely to complain were those wit;iOnedependenT, clients who

chose Pirate schools and those who took training for blue collar jobs.
9

. A majority of respondents' felt that\$2,500 would be adequate

'-for training expenses. Those who were lease, likely to object to the
. .

a I

proposed allo`..4ance were high school graduates, those who trained in,

. cUrical or service.occupbtions, and ttose who completed their training.
---/

_About 80 percent of.each of these groups thought $2,500 to be "about
, .

. right': for training, In contrast to this, voucher clients with more ..

. .

than a high school education! those who trained in Professional,
4 --

2
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technical :or administrative occupations, and clients who did not tom --

Xite their training each had more than 40 percent of iheir,groups

dissatisfied with the amount of money available. Interestingly, in

' each group they were pretty equally divided as to whether $2,500 was

too much or not enough. 'Men were slightly more likely to object than

were women.

Men were more apt than women, to favor restrictions on the type

of...institutional &raining a0a1,1able. Trainee's for clerical and service.

work mere least likely. -to see a need for such limitations.

The one restriction me4sione most oftengwas that tre,ining be

1,106ted'to occupations in whrch.jobs.were available in the job market,

Clients' suggested that training should be limited to skilled cas,

occupations for which one demonstrates an aptitude and occupations
:

other than those that would be considered avcational.

As can'be seen, the clients' suggestions were varied-and

covered a wide range df areas for improvement and change. Of those

Who offered suggestions, some wanted to ohagge the eligibility require-
,'

ments, others.Tound the program rules to be too-restrictive.

Still others had suggestions for different viayS in which they,

wartted the regulations to be relaxed. Respopdents looking at a

slightly lfifferent aspect of the program- -the commitment of the /oucher

and the execution of_thetraining--saw a need for greater'-control by
I %

WIN. They recommended that WIN be -more concerned with what happened

after In 'client received a voucher. They,felt WIN should'requi-re

that se who benefited from tae training money --both clients and

schoolsshould be'lleld repon'sibleto WIN for its proptr, expendituret.

Some people suggested that WIN. give more help to clients in ,

dealing with the voucher, or making career decisions. Often the main

need at orientation and later was for.informatiloryt- ar -
.

- / 0040

s
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VIII, CONCLUSIONS

p

We have covered a very laege amount of data. in. the preceding

ohaPters. It remains for us-now to assembie,in coherent form ouP con-

clusions based on a variety of findings that relate to each other in

rather complex patterns.

' In order to impose somdorder on the complexity of relation.

ships%emOng the phenomena we Observed in Portland, we will divide our

conclusions along three principal dimensions. The first focuses pn the

suitability of vouchering as a means of achieving the objectives of the

WIN program. The second dimension focuses on the recurring issue of

occupational self-determination'and its effect on achieving the objec-

tives of. WIN and the third dimension foCuses on the policy implications

of our findings.'

Suitability of Vouchering as a Means of' Achieving
the Objectives of the, WIN Program

4'ouchered
institutional training was designed as an alternative

methorior acquiring occupational skills within theNready existing

WIN structure. it was designed to afford greater self-determination

to those participants who Anted it. It was hypothesized that by

offering this option, the program wouldjbe $trengtheeted by improving

the delivery'system, thus resulting in more favorable,outcomes. From

our*data, it is clear that vouchering is a, reasonable alternative to

the conventional system. Vouchered trainees were as satisfied.as regu-

lar WIN trainees with their training, as likely to complete their train-,

ing, as 'likely to be in the labor force within the first three months

follawiog training, as likely to be working in the occupation fort which

they were,trained, and as satisfiedmith theiO'first.job as the partici-
., .

pants. in the traditional WIN'system, They earned at,hjghdr rates than

regylar respondent 's did.

'4`"*1

While this was the bverall effect of vouchering, it is of vital

impolkariCe to look aethe effect vouchering had on subgroups of partici-
..

pants. Unlike our qerall findings, when we look at the:effect Of,

Sir

2e
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vou e .n su. roups we find it becomeS more difficult.to measure

"success. " The s subgroup, may be)issatisfied with their training,

but more likely complete it, yet unlikely to be in the labor force,

It is therefore necessary to decide What vifiteria were of interest and

at what partiCular time. Were completion fates, or proportion in the .

,

Ibbor force oflkreater interest ?' Was training saiisfaction,. job satis-

fattitn, or salary of prime impOrtance? TaBle 122 summarizes the

effects of vouchering for subgroups of respondents: The narrative

will now focus on only the really-salient findings; those areas where

vouchering had a relatively large affct on participants' training

exptriences and early labor fqrce behavior.*

While the male participants were more affected by vouchering

than any other subgroup' (except foe those with blue collar trainrng

who were predominately male); it is difficult to judge the relative

success of men in one or,the other qsteei. That eStimate.depends very

much on whether interest focuses on completion..,pates, labor force

behavior or job satisfaction. Men- in the voucher system were lesS

satisfied, with their institutional training and less likely toiccimplete

it. However, they were' more likely to be in the labor force, were more

satisfied with their job, and were earning at higher rates than their

1-egular'counterparts. Voi,chering had only i3 modehte effect on the train-
,

ing experiences of women, both thosereouised to participate inN1N and

those' o7articipatihg voluntarM7 While the former were more satisfied
4(

with their institutional training than their regular counterparts,

they tended to be opt of the labor force more often. Molunteer women

on the other hand,.were,more likely than their regular counterparts to

have completed their training.

The.least educated respondents, those with less than 12^yeai's

of educatio4, were sli23htly [yore likely to be successful in the vouchered

system than in the nonvouchered system, While they=were les satWied

with their institutional training., they were more likely to be earning
,

.
high wages, and more likely than their regular counterparts to be --

io

-
satisfied with the first job they had after their training. 'Respondents

with 12 years of education were relatively unaffected by vouchejing.
I % .

.Vqucher participants with more thaiqloxears of education were less'

successful inthe voucher systeM than in the regular system. They were

, '

2 ,
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TABLE' 122

THE EFFECTS-0F VOOCHEING ON SUBGROUPS OF THE RESPONDENT56

Changes Due 10 Vouchering
,

, ,.In WorkingWorking InTraining Job High'
Sett faction - Compfetfoh Labor Training

Satisfaction ',Earnings-Force Occupation
. m

All '+ + , - \ ,

.
'5.

Male.
...1 -b -b +b f - +b

.1Mandatory fgmple 2. +b - -b .
+b

' -Volunteer female +b -
. ) ,C.

b

Less than 12 years education,. -b + +
.."7-'

'744b -''
12 years education + + +'
More than 12 years education.: + -b -b -b

18-29 years old ..... + 4., - t -b . +
30 years or older - +

+LI ,
+

0-1 dependents., .. % c '-b

-

+b C ' c
2-3 dependents . c +b c c s,4 or more dependents' c +b -b c c_ .

Prgfessfonal, technical

administrative, training
,Clerical training
Blue collar tealning
Setitice- taining ;p

+b

-b

+b -b +b

-8

+b

Fbased on,regression estimates..
b, .

tspecialiy large effects of voucherilig:- [+ or -)_10 or more percentage lints away

l''.c,Data were not analyzed for these variable's

'000.4'

;q 20 k,

I
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less likely to complete their training, less likely tobe working in.
their training occupations, and less satiSfiedwith their work.

Looking at the participants by age, we found that vouchering
changed 'the probabi I i ty of working in one's train,i K' occupation for both

younger. and older respondents. Younger voucher participants were less

likely ant'older voucher esiiondents were more likely than their regu-
r WIN counterparts to have drked in their training occupation some

pa t of the first three: months lowing training.'
Family size appears to have a cted -the way Villisparticipants

respon d to the.two systems. While those th small families were
less 1 i k y to'have completed their training in the youcher system,
they were re likely than their regullar WIN counterparts to have been
in the labor orce the first three month; following training. Voucher '

clients With. t 'or three dependents were more likely to 'complete ,their
training th th r regblar WIN cdurtterparts, though Jess likely to be
satisfied with, the jobs.40 Respondents with large -families had; rather

mixed suecess in th 'voucher system. While they were more liAely than.
itheir regular counterparts to have-complitedtheie trai-ning, they were

less likely to be h) ehe,labor force. However, those in the labor
force were,more likely to be satisfied with their jci than were similar
regular WIN trainees.

Vouchering had different effects on WIN participants depending
6

on whether they chbse professional; clerical, blue collar or service
occupatiOns. Those preparing for blue collar or service occupations
were the most affected by the addition of this alternative method for
acquiring occupational skills., Respondents preparing, for blue collar

occupations were more satisfied wiCh their training,mOre likely to
'complete it,.more likely to be working in their training occupations,
and I ke ly to be e arning at a hi gher rate. They'were, however, less
likely to be in the labor force and less- likely to be satisfied with
their jobs Chap those in the conventional WIN system. Though those in

the voucher system preparing for service occupations were less likely

C.
to complete their trainingoand less satisfied with it than thote in
the regular system-with service training occtpations, they were more,
1 ikely to be in the labor force'ditripQ the first three montihs following
training, and more likely to be, sat ksf i ed ,wi th their jobs. For those

,

4
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with professional and clerical training occupations, it is particularly

necessary to designate the criteria of success. Voucher respondents

with professional occupations were more likely to complete their train-

ing than their regular counterparts were, but less likely to be in the

labor force or wsrking in theii training.occupations. Those who were

working. however, were more,satisfied with their jobs. Vouchering

occupational training had less effect on those who prepared for

clerical occupations than those in any other field. Those in the

'voucher system were more likely to be in the.labor force the firs

three months after training, though less likely to be satisfied ith

their jobs than those in the conventional system with the 'same occupa-

tion.

In ummary, those subgroups who were generally more successful

in the voucher system than in the conventional system were the males,

the least'educated, tho;a with two or three dependents, those over 30

'years'of age, and those 440 prepared for blue collar or service occupa-

tions.' The subgroups who were more suctessful i'n the traditional' system
, \

were those with more than 12_yea'rs of education and those between the

ages of 18 anti 29. Interestingly, most
.
subgroups were overall as

successful in the voucher system as the regular system yet if one

decides to loo specifically at complItir rates or labor force behav-

ior for example, one may:find differendes.

While t \.1 e.Personal charate6stics of those who were more soc-

cessful,in the voucher system tha;1 in the conventional system are

important, itisthe major issue -- autonomy in choice of occupationrand

training institution--which most clearly ditifiguisiles the, two systems.

Autonomy

. There are indications that'allowirig lndividuals.to make occupa-
1

tionaldecisioni autonomously has a positive effect on achieving WIN

objectives, Those individuals who were in the conventional WIN system .

and were allowed to decide from themsebies what occupation they should

pursue and what institution they should ,attend were more satisfied with ,

their training than those who had such decisions made for them. They'
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were much more likely to complete their training than those who'did

not hare. autonomy.

While autonomy had a consistently positive effect on those in

the conventioaal WIN system, this did not occur as consistently in the

voucher system, Voucher clients who chose therr own training occupa-

tion were more satisfied with their training an were. those.who,die

not, but those who chose their own training institution were less
.

likely, to be satisfied with their training. Clients

own training occupation were less likely to comple

than those who received WIN assistance. While thi

suspect that btuonomy does not achieve WIN object'

experienCe of the autonomous

part to certain difficulties

who chose their

training

might lead one to,

, the more Mixed

voucher respondents is probably due in

of implementation of the voucher system

,within.an already ope'raiing, program. Several WIN counselors reacted

to the experimental ,program LI% withholding support before or during

the training period. Self- assessment counseling was meant to be avail-

able to voucher clients, but often was not actually offered or used.

As we have seen, self - assessment counseling had effects-cm completion

rates which` in turn affected Abor force behavior, earnings and job

satisfaction. Since the autonomous regular WIN participants 'Were,

generally the most '!successful," there is good reason to believe that
t,

granting autonomy in at least the occupational choice contributes to

the achievement of WIN objectives.

Program Implications

`Although we do not yet have the longer-run final results of

the longitudinal study, there are conclusions that can be ch'awn from

this phase. Since we are considering only questions of client behavior

and attitudes, this section translates the findings into a series of
.

options available to WIN administrators. The "uniqueness" of the

Portland WIN clients hpwever, must4be kept in mind. While the Portland
,

experience suggests that many of ,the concerns which had been expressed

about voucherin9 were not well-founded, we cannot automaticairly gener-.

alize the findings and conclusiOns from this study beyond that local

program.

21.y



O TION 1

Voiichering as it exist d in Portland (with the
exception .of longee tr ining as suggested by par-

ticipants themselves) an be offered as an option

,to anyone interested. More information and more
staff support should available, particularly
for "vulnerable" gridiu s.

--
Using whatever criter
most appropriate (e.g
forcebehavior) eligi
might be limited to t
highest potential for
taim subgroups of th
cessful in the.vouche
for example, those wh
when they entered WIN
who had no occupation
training and more lik
training occupation s
.blue collar and servi
positively to the vou
professional or cleri

PTION 11

on of success is considered
, completion rates, labor
pity for the voucher system
oie groups rho have the
success. We know that cer-
respondents were more six-,
system than other subgroups;
had an-occupation in mind,

were more likely than those
in mind to complete their
ly to be working in their
n after training; those in

e occupations. responded more
her system than those in -
aloccopations.

.

0 ION 111

Alter the basic v9uch
,Portland. 'Since arbas

system from the client
in decision-making,and
occupational self-dete
effect on training. gat
and labor force behavi
grafted onto the exist
want it. In this case
within the regular sys

;. program.

z:

ring system as it existed' in
is coMponent of the voucher:

' point of view is autonomy
there is, evidence that

minatiomhas a positive go.

sfaction completion rates
r, this component might be
ng WIN system for those who
autonomy would bean option
emrather.lthan a separate
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A Final Comment

Data on thelutcomes of the Pbrtland trial in tams of longer

-term employment experiences and AFDC status of voucher recipients are

still under analysis. As Tar as the short run experiences examined in

this report go, voucherparticipantS did as well as the in the ltradi-

tional WIN system even though they had -a 'v-eat deal less assistance

from the WIN counselors.

ct
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VOUCHER'RECIPfENT INTERVIEW SCHEDULE ,
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STUDY.OF VOUCHERS FOR TRAINING

Introduction

+ft 11.

Hello. I'm interviewer name . from West Coast Community Surveys. I have

been gken your name as one of'the people who got a voucher for skills training
You may remember we interviewed you bef?re when you committed the voucher to

the training institution. Now that you've left training, we'd liice to talk to
yOu about some of the school and work experiences you may have had.

.
You may stopthe interview at any time gnd do not have to answer any-partiCular
question unless you want to,

,
- ,

'
. . .

The purpose of-the study is' to find ways to improve the operation of programs

like this so that people are more success.ful Yoor own answers will be put
together with those of other participaritrIn theprogram and used for statistical
analysis like a,public'opinion poll. -No one except the staff of'the study team

wil see the information you give me. They use speFial procedures to keep the

information confidential. For example, they remove this front sheet with your .

pile on it as soon as they receive this form, Your name is never put,on the

' questionnaire itself. -

-.

...,

.4

Jr

CALL BACK RECORD

Respondent: Phone:

Address:

.0-

....

210



TIME INTERVIEW BEGAN:

Let me check to make sure ,my recores are correct. You gave the voucher to
(SCHOOL) for training'as a (TRAINING

OCCUPATI ON). andt`-07----- (SCHOOL) for training as,a
(TRAINING OCCUPATION). Ri gpt?

44

I

CORRECT AS NECtSSARY; ENTER ON CHECk LIST FOR FUTURE REFER$NCE
IF SECOND SCHOOL, 1 S MENTIONED SKIP TO .143,

Did you give, you voucher to another, ,school?

*IF YES_ ASK B-
B. What other

&DAM:

No (SKIP TO Q. 2) 0

Yes
4

chool did yoL; give the voucher to?

ENTER OW CH CK ti ST. ASK ALL OF FOLLOWING QUESTIONS

ABOUI-SECON SCHOOL. ,
. . . . -

. . . :
What occupa on did you get training for there?

OCCUPATION:

' ENTER ON C ECK LAST, ASK ALL FOLLOWNG QUESTIONS ABOUT SECOND OCCUPATION.

What led y u to give the voucher to the othel= school? (Why,

d'id'you ch oge chools?)

'2, ASK ALL:

A. Did you attend (SCHOOL)? (IMPORTANT: ASK ABOUT 2ND SCHOOL IF
MORE THAN ONE) -

Nd

Yes (SKIP TO Q. 3)

IF NO: What happened to ch3nge yoi- plans- about going to
scnool?1,,OFNEEDEO. Why did that Step you from going?
Any othek- reasons?)

"S!

o

2 NOW SKIT' TO Q. 4r

0*

1 ,

Yu
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j.

c

3. ASK ALL-WHO ATTEWED ONE'R MORE SCHOOLS:

.A. Did you complete the training, or did you leave before you 6:

finished?

q1

*B. IF DROPPED OUT: Why did you leave before you finished
training"' (IF NEEDED; Why did that m4ke you leaZie? Any
other reasons ?)

Completed (SKIP TO Q. 4). .

Dropped out .

Joi

,

f. A. Were ,there any schools

<

that refused your voticher?
.

- No (SKI P Irt 'Q. 5) 0

Yes '

1-:.:

.

*IF YES:
rai

B. Which school(s)/
0 b

, .

I

.

Why .did hey refuse!

c
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. )
5. We're interesredin the kinds of achhissions procedures you went

4

.

1:

through at (SCHODL) . I'm going to read you a list of state-
please tell me

Don' t
No Yes Remember

--*.
.

s,

4 ye

ments about adniissiOns procedures. For each one
whether or,not you had that experience.

t.

A. I had a general interview with some member,
of the staff 1

B. They asked about my past work experience .

i
C. ghey asked about my earl ier school ing. . .

`D. 'title; asked Me for school transcripts . 1, .

E. They asked for references' from p'evious
employers %

.

F. I. tqok i' general i nte 11 igence test
4'

G. I took an educational achievement test

H. I look an occupaEional aptitude test .

\
I. Were there any other admissign procedures

0 1.

0 - I

0 1,

0 1

".

0 3

0'

0 ,i 1

0 1 .

.
0 I

.have In mind?

2

12

.2

2

2

2

2

2

.

:

es

I haven' t mentioned? , .,
.

.

J... IF YES TO '1'; What otter procedures doyou

-4

e

, et

Ai
. IF "NO" TO ALL PARTS OF QUESTION 5, -ASK 6A. OTHERWISE, SKIP TO Qr 7.

. 4 ) 4
6. A. Didyou just-sign up, without being asked any partictilar ques-

.tions, or taking any tests or 'anything?

C
No
Yes,

.

7. g.. ,D id 'anYone at .(SCHOOL) help you in dec id ing, on yo.ur
interests or occupatlonal-,goal0

I

\

0

No (SKIP TO Q. 8) 0
Yes
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*B. If YES: What did you discuss?

4. A. Did you need (more) counseling from the school on deciding your

interest and goal's? *.

No (SKIP TO Q, 9) .

*B.

Yes 1*

IF YES: What did you need more counseling
PROBE FOR SPECIFIC RESPONSES) .

77.

(help) on?

0

9, A,a Did.anyone at (SCHOOL) give you advice on the suit-

ability of your interests and goals? .

/4

What did you discuss'.

No (SKIP TO Q. 10) 0

Yes I 1*

9

by



10. A. Did you need (more) adv,icefroM'the school on the suit--

ability of your interest and goals?

No (SKIP TO Q; 11). . 0

Yes 1*

*B. IF.YES: What did you need more counseling (help) on?

(PROBE 'FOR,SPECIFIC RESPONSES)

.10-

4

11. A. Did anyone at (SCHOOL) give you advice on training needs
and the courses you should take?

.

No (SKIP . 0
Yes 4 1*

*8. IF YES- What did you discuss?

. .
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12. A. Did you need (mo;41.) couhseling from the school on training

needs an0 course selection?.

No (SKIP TO Q. 13). . 0

Yes 1*

B. IF YES What did you need more counseling (help) on?
TPROBE FOR SPECIFIC RESPONSES)

1

13. A. Did anyone review your progress in training with you?

A No (SKIP TO Q.14)

Yes

IF YES. What did you discuss?

4$

2 2

'1

0
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.

14. .A. Did you need (more) counseling on your pr'ogrgsS initraioing?

No (SKIP TOQ. 15). . . 0

1 1*

' *B. IF YES: What did you need more Mins ling on? (PROBE FOR

SPECIFIC RESPONSES)

\

*4.

i

,

-

15. A. anyone give yol:5Pilinal counseling ('say, :on your

appearance or personal problems you might-have.been'having)?

No,(SKIP TO Q. 16) 0
..";Yes I

*B. JF YES: Whit did. you-discuss?

2 '2, 2

4

a
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'16. A. Did you need (more) personal counseling from the school?

No (SKIP TO Q. 17). . 0

'Yes 1*

IF YES: What did you need more counseling On? (PROBE FOR

SPECIFIC RESPONSES)

''.4111'1%14%

re'

4

17. A. While you were in training, did you get any help from the

WIN staff? `

No (SKIP TO Q. 18) 0

Yes . , t 1*

tF YES. What kind of help' d'id you get?

NEP

a



18. A. Do you feel that you needed (more) help fromthe WIN staff
(than you got)? -

No (SKIP TO Q. 19) 0
Yes

jF YFS What did you need More help on? (PROBE FOR SPECIFIC
RESPONSES)

- ./

19. A. 'Ord anyone at (SCHOOL) discuss

*1P^YES:

c

C
any occupations other than

(TRAINING OCCUPATION) with you?

No (SKIP TO Q. 20). . .

Yes . . . . ,- . . .vot-. .

B. What occupations were mentioned?

OCCUPATIONS:

2-

C. What did the school say about occupations? (What did you
discuss?) '

....

2,
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'20. A. Was (TRAINING OCCUPATION) the .program you had in mind when

you first Offered the voucher to (SCHOOL)

No 0*

Yes rtKlp TO Q. 21). .

*IF NO:

B. What did you originally have in mind?

C. What led you to Change your 1)1.34 and register instead

for(TRAINING OCCUPATION? PROBE FOR INFLUENCES FROM

SCHOOL STAFF, ESPECIALLY REGARDING THE "SUITABILITY"

OF THE ORIGINAL CHOICE.

4or

D.' How do you feel about the change? Do You think it was.a

good idea to change/

4+

2')

1

,
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Special Insert Page11A f,

Did. you change your Ttaining Occupatio after you started'

attending schdol? -A

4,

* IF YES

No 0

Yes (SUP TO Q. 1

F. What Training Occupation did you Chang- to?

G. Why did you change your Training Occupatio

For remainder of interview, treat any change in the Trainin
Occupation as the Training Occupation. .

2'



21: Now, a couple more general questions: How satisfied are you
the training you got? Would you say that you're very satis-
fied, somewhat satisfied,'not very satisfied, or, not satis-

i ified at all?

/

with

Very satisfied 0

Somewhat satisfied , 1

Not very satisfied 2

Not satisfied at all
1-

0

22. Can you tell me more about that ?( Why were you (dis) satitsfied)

1

. 2. What did you like.most about your training?

7r.

g.

24. And. what did you li-ka,least:absut it?

. ,

Cl

25. Now lod like to ask you some quest-Lons.about your cAierall'school .

42. - experience. First, some questions about your instruct at --

Ne (5CH000. Would you say that most of:lour ,instructor kg w'their

subject ;/ery well, knew something about it bu'iZbuld have'been .-

prepared better, or knew very little about their sub ect?
t
1

t . 0Knew subject very well
1

Knew-somethingabout subject'
l

1

Knew very little about subject. ,
s 2--
1

$
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I

26. Would.yoe say that most of your instructors ,were very flood at

teaching their courses, were pretty good, or that they were
poor teachers? 4

' .
Very good teachers 0

Pretty good teachers . . . I

Poor teachers 2

27. Were most of the instructors really interested in hold welryou'
were trained, were only somewhat interested, or do you feel they
were not interested'

A
Interested .y

Somewhat interested 1

Not interested 2

28. A. Does TR NG OCCUPATION involve the use of ols or equipMent

(such typewriters, welding equipment, and the like)?

* IF YES:

No (SKIP T0Q 29) 0
i*.Yes

0,

B. Did-you'get any experience with the tools (or equipment)? 4

;
No (SKIP TO Q,1k9) . . 4 . 0

Yes 1 **

:'*IF YES: EXPERIENCE WITH TOOLS OR E UIPMENT.

C. Who provided the tools (or equipment)--the scho011 WIN: or
who? 1.

School 1

WIN. . . , . .. 7.

Other (SPECIFY): 3 .`

D. Was the equipment in good Arcing order?,

No 0, '0

ti Yes 1

E. Was there enough equipment for all the students in the class

who needed it?

.
No . . c 0

Yes

22J

A

44'
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I

'29. A. Did. your training involve a work-study program? (That is,
a prograM where you worked part-time and attended biasses

.part-time during the dame year?)

No (SKIP TO Q.30t 0

Yes I.

*B LF YF5 Would you say that this work experience was very
tuseful, somewhat useful or not sd useful in preparing you

fOr work as q (TRAINING OCCUPATION) ?

Very useful 0

Somewhat u;eful

Not so useful 2

'30 A. Are you fully qualified to work as a (TRAINING OCCUPATION) at
this time? .

NO -

Yes (SKIP TO Q. 31) 1

*B. IF NO: "What are you necking? What more would you need to
get a job asa (TRAINING OCCUPATION)'?

/ I

31. A. Did the training you got irepare you for any other' types of
jobs?

O

*B. IF. YES. W6at jobs are they?

No- (SKIP TO Q.32) . . . . 0

Yes 1*
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32. --Semet+mes people have bad experiences when they're in vocational

training. Would you tell me whether'any of these things happened
to you? Did (SCHOOL):

No Yes

A. Advertise or promise training it didn't give? . . . . 0 1

B. Exaggerate the chancps of getting a job at. the

training? 0 1

C. Give training which had nothing to do with actually
being a (TRAINING OCCUPATIOt). (For Example,

sometimes meat cutter trainees are taught to tie
meat by hand, but nowadays all meat tying is done
by machine) 0 1

D. Have ydu learn on oul-of-date equipment (like a
manual typewriter or manual adding machine)?. . . 4-

1

E. Give you training you weren't prepared for, or for
which you didm!se have the necessary bkkground. . . 0 1

N. .

F. Give you training in material you already RneW, or 0

which was too elementary for you? O 1

.33: Did (SCHOOL) tell you that they'would help you to get a

job as (TRAINING OCCUPATION)?

. . . . . 0

Yes
0

34. A. Did you q!et any placement help from them?

.lF,NO:

..P

No 0*

Yes (SKIP TO Q.35). . 1

/*" B. D'id you" ask for placement help?

**C. fF NO: Why didn'A you ask?

vj

No
Yes 1

NOW SKIP TO Q. 3

4

ki



35. jF GOT ANY PLACEMENT ASSISTANCE FROM SCHOOL: We're interested
(EACH

Yeas*

in the kinds of help you got. For example, did they:
ITEM) ? */

No

A. Interviet you to see what kind of job you wanted? . 0 1

B. Send you to 0 particular,employe'r whi) had an

opening? 0 1

C. Call employers to setup appointments?. .t i0 1

O. Give you a list of employers who sometimes hire .

(TRAINING OCCUPATION). . ......
1

E. Help you prepare a resume or job, application? . . 1

F. Give you special advice or training on how to get
a job? 0 I

C. Give you some other kind of help?- (SPECIFY): 0 1

7

36. I'd like to ask you a little bit about 4('TRAINING OCCUPAT100,--
4

agS8 far as you know, is (TRAINING OCCUPATION) tenerally full-

time or art -time work?
-.

a
go

a
. .

e
,

Full-time 0

Part-time I

Mixed 2

Ogest know 3''

- , Xi

.

4 37.

4,

Is it steady work or do people have Problems with layoffs?

'steady 0

) Layoff problems 1

Don't -Know 2

I.

38. About how much do.workers in (TRAINING OCCUPATION) get paid

to start?

$ per

'50on't know 0

1})
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39. jInd about how much do they earn After they,shal/e°f.ive yeari

experience or so?

.

Don't know
per

6.

0

c.
..l

. kb. low(TRAINING'OCCUPATION) an occupation that people usually
.

learn mainly in school, at work by being shown how, or in an
it .- apprenticeship? N\

e In school O

At work . . ,, , I
..

45 Apprenticeship 2

Don't know. . , 3 .L.

441. As far as. you know, it that work usually'done mainly by men
or mainly by women?

Mainly men
11

Q
.Mainly women

Both about equally 2 - .

Don't know. . , . . 3

. a

42. A. Do you know of other jobs 1/4 that a person d move u0 to from
(TRAINING 9CCUPATION) with more eiphrience?

OW,* Nd (SKIP TO 6. 43) 0

Yes . 1*

. IF YES: What are some of them?

7
. Is

*

.1

2 , I. .,

3
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43. . Are you mainly working now, or'l&oking for work,..or sta ying

home,'or what?

Working: Regular job [full -time or part-time) ASK QUESTIONS,

IN BLUE SECTION (Q. 44 ON), ,0

Working: SpOradic (day labor, pick-up jobs -- nosegulr
part-time work ASK BLUE (Q. 44 ON). . .# 1,

Looking for mirk SKIP TO PINk . 84 ONE 2

In scheol/in militarx SKIP TO YELLOW (Q. 103 ON)
3

Full-time/homemaker (male or female) SKIP TO YELLOW

' (Q. 103 ON)

Out of labor force:" Doing nothing special, hanging around

SLIP TO YELLOW (Q,103 ON) 5
4

IF,RESPONDENT REPORTS SOME COMBINRTI.ON QF ABOVE, SPECIFY

THE COMBINATION HERE THEN CIRCLE THE ACTIVITY ON WHICH
RESPONDENT` SPENDS MOST OF THE TIME, OR WHICH-IS TgE,MAIN

ACTIVITY, THEN, PROCEED ACCORDING TO DIRECTjQNS OF

9EGORIESABOVE.

COMBINATION:. t
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FOR RESPONDENTS, CURRENTLY AT'WORK

44. What is your job? ENTER ON CHECK LIST
OCCUPATION

';*.1.5. What does your work usually consist of? GET SPECIFICS OF JOB'

. CONTENT .

46. H04 mah your monthly take-hom pay?

r

Per

47. On 'the average, tow many hours ,a week .do yob work?

Hours per week

48. Did you learn about the job:

No Yes
.

In the newspaper?
From the school .where yoltgot_your training? .

From friends or relatives? , --

O Fe8m WIN?
..,, From the ElploymentsService?.

A

From the union? ...

Somewhere else (SPECIFY). .

0 1

0 1

0 1

0 4

0 1

0 1

0 1

'49. to actually getting the job, dtd you get any help from;

4 .

School

Friends or .relatives.

WIN
The EmRloYment Service
A union

*Somewhere else*
(SPEC1FX)

No Yes

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

1

1

lk

1

1

0. How much of what you learned at (SCHOOl.) is related

to.your job now? Would you say; .

0000*
Fes not apply: Pc,soond.,nt nevor attended (SKIP TO Q. 52A

. Almost everything 1

':36me tt;Illys.,

a

2

j Not too mar
NothIng, or almost nothing. - A.

.

23,, .
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51. overall, how useful would you say the training Was for your

job? Was it:

Very useful
Somewhat useful 2

Not., very useful 3

. Not useful at al) 4

52. A. And how do yoi, like the job? Would yuk, say yoy:

Li ke it very much (SKIP TO 53 ). 0

SOmewhat 1,*

6 Not much., 2*
A , Not at all 3*

..-

*B. IF AT ALL DISPLEASED ASK: Why is that? What makes you say
you don' t like it (much)?

01

r

4

A

0
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°

53. Now, let's back up to the time when you 'got the training

voucher. I'd like, to ask aboUt your jobs since that time.

You got the voucher in

MARK APPROPRIATE BOX IN GRID BELOW: V

, right?

What were you doing in (following month)? Were yqu going to
.school, working, or looking for work, or staying at home, or

what?

CODE: W F Working
L F Looking forwork
T In training .

S = Sick
H = Out,oT the labor force: At home, babysitting in

kids, caring for family, etc:
N = Out of the labor force: Doing notiin,g.;'ppecial,

hanging around

XX. Other (SPECIFY):

, 54. And howl. long did you do than

CONTINUE MARK GRID, SHOWING
ACTIVt' , USING CODES ABOVE.
IN 0 MONTH, CODE BOTH, PROBE

LE IT.

(Until what month?)

BEGINNING AND END OF EACH
IN CASES OF TWO ACTIVITIES
FOR PREDOMINANT ONE:AND

CONTINUE ASKING Q'S 53 AAD 54 UNTIL YOU REACH THE PRESENT.
go*

BE SURE TO INDliATE CHANGES IN EMPLOYERS DURING PERIODS OF
WORK (WI, V2, ETC.).

April

May

1974

Sept.
.4

Oct,

1974

Jan.

- Feb. ,

r'

1975

July

Aug. .

1975

June Mar. 1 Sept.

July Dec. ' April Oct.

Aug. May

June

Nov.

o Dec.

CIRCA NUMBER OF JOBS SINCE TRAINING BELOW AND FOLLOW DIRECTIONS

AS INDICATED. o

NUMBER OF JOBS

SEE CHICKLFST.4. IF JOB IS TRAINING ( IF JOB NOT IN TRAINiN,

OCCUPArtnN, SKIP TO Q. 121, PAGE 4z OC6.1PATION SKIP TO 9,64

2 GO TO Q. 55, PACE 21, AND PROCEED.

3.0t1 MORE . GO.TO Q. 65, PAGE 23,-AND PROCEED.

,.236
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FOR RESPONDENTS WI1H TWO JO

The next questions are about the first job after training that
you told M2 about, the' one you had in

REFER TO GRID: ' MON1H/YEAR

L.

What was that .job?5.
OCCUPAF104

ENTER ON CHECK LIST

56. What did your work usually consist of?' GET SPECIFICS OF JOB

CONTENT

57. How much was your monthly take-home"pay?
-I

4 $ per

58. On the average, how many hour's a week did you work?

hours per week

59. Did you learn about the job:

No Yes

In the newspaeer? 0 1

From the school where you got your training? 0 1

From friends or relatives? .0 I

From WIN ?... 0 ' 1

From the Employment Service? 0 1

From the union? 0 1

Someone erSe (SPECIFY): 0 1

60. In actuallSr getting the job, didyou have any help from:

No Yes

School 0 1

Friends,-relatives -0 1

WIN . . . 0 I,

The Employment Service O. 1

At union 0 1

Someone else (SPECIFY): 0 1

2:3
4



Y
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61. Haw much of what you learned at (SCHOOL) was related
to that job? Would you say :'

t

Does not apply: R no ent never attended (SKIP TO Q. 63A)1
-ATMost everything
Some-things
Not too much --

.

Nothing, or almost nothing --- 1,

1

2

3
4

4.--Overall, how useful would you saythe training was for your
job?* Was it:

A C

Very useful
SomeWhat useful Y 2 _.--"

Not very usefult. 3

Not useful at all ' 4
..4

63. A. And how did you like the job? Would you say you:

Liked it very much (SKIP TO Q. 64) 0

Sdmewhat 1*

Not much 2*

Not%at all 3*

*8, IF AT AIL DISPOASFD, ASK: Why is that? What makes you
say yyfi did 1t like it '(much)?

',

04: SEE C4ECK LIST. IF NEITHER CURRENT NOR FIRST JOB IS TRAINING

OCCUPATION ASK Q. 64A. IF CURRENT OR FIRST JOB IS TRAINING
OCCUPATION SKIP TO 121.

4
A. Why is it that you've never worked as a (TRAINING OCCUPATJON)?

NOW SKIP TO 121

4 233
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IFOR RESPONDENTS WITH THREE OR MORE JOBS]

The next questions are about the first job after training that
you told me,about, the One you had in

' REFER TO GRID. MONTH/YEAR

65. What was th.ltjob?fi
OCCUPATION

ENTFR ON CHECKLIST
66. What did your work usually consist of? GET SPECIFICS OF JOB

CONTENT.

a

), 67. How much wat your monthly take-home ay?

$ ' per,

68. How many hours a week did, you work, on the average? °

hours per week

n7 Did you learn about the job:

In the newspaper?
From the school?

No

0

0

Yes

1

1

From friends or relatives? 0 1

From WIN' 0 I

From the Empjoyment Service? 0 1

-From the union'? 0

Someone else (SPECIFY:) 0

70. In actually getting the job, did you haveany help from:

No Yes

School 0 1

Friends; relatives 0 1

WIN' 0 1

The Employment Service 0 1

A union 0 1

Som'eone else (SPECIFY:) 0 1

71. Itow much of what you learned at (SCHOOL) was

related to that job? Would you say .

noes not apply: Respondent never attended (SKIP TO Q. 73A) I

Almost everything
fi ,

.-
1 .

Some things ' 2

Not too much 3

Nothing or almost nothing . 4

23J
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72. Overall, how useful would you say the, training was fo; the job?
Was it: '

Very useful
Somewhat useful 2

Not very useful 3

Not useful at all 4

73. A. How did you like that job? Would you say you I iked'it very

much, somewhat, not much or not at all?

00 'Liked 'it very much (SKIP TO Q.74) 0

t
A

Somewhat 1.,,z

Not much i;V

Not at all 3*
1 ,

*B. !FAT ALL DESPLEASED, ASK: Why is that? What makes you
say you didn't like it (much)?

6

t

s

74, SEE CHECK LIST. IF NEITHER CURRENT NOR FIRST JOB IS TRAINING
OCCUPATAON, ASK Q., 74A. IF CURRENT OR FIRST JOB IS TRAINING
OCCUPATION, SKIP TO Q. 121.

A.. Since you left training, Have .tu ever worked as a
° TRAINING OCCUPATION ?

, .

Np 0*
Yes (ASK Q.'s' 75-83) . 1

*B. IP NO: Why is it that youlie.never done that kind- of work?

s2*TPJ Q. 121

ary
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ZS. When was chk? GET PERIOD OF EMPLPYHENT, II GRID ON PAGE 20.

76. How muchwas your monthly take-home pay?

per

4

77. How many hours a week did you work, on the average?.

hour's per week

78. Did you learn about the job:

No Yes

In the newspaper? '0 1

From the school? 0 1_

From friends or relatives? 0 1

From WIN? 0 1.

From the Employment, Service? 0 1

From the union7.- 0 1

Someone else? (SPECIFY:) 0 -' 1

79. In actually getting the job, did you have any help from:

No -Yes

school 0 1

Friends, relatives 0 1

0, 1

The Employment Service 0 1

0 1A un tfrtr °

Someone else (SPECIFY:) 0 ' 1

'80, How much of/hat you learned at (SCHOOL) was

related, to that job? Would you say:,

2.1qDoes not apply: Respondent never attended (SKIP TO O. 8
.Almost everything I

Some things
A 2 ____L

Not too much .

Nothing, or almost nothing

81. Overall, how useful

job? Was it:

would you say the training was for your

Very useful 1

Somewhat useful 2

Not very useful 3

Not useful at all 4s

2A
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A. Now did you like that job? Would you say you liked it very
much, somewhat, not much or not at all?

Liked it,tery much (SKIP TO Q. 83)
Somewhat
Not much .....

Not.at'all

*B. IF AT ALI D SPLEASED% ASK: Why is that? What makes you
say you didn't like it (much)?

4

0
1*

2*

3*

sr

\c)

tr

83. And why did youe leave that lob? ..

9

NOW SKIP TO 121

24
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FOR,..RESPONDENTS WHO ARE LOOKING FIVWORK *."6/1

/11

Now, let's back up to the time when. you got the training voucher.

I'd like to ask about your jobs sinc that time. You got the

voucher in , right

MARK APPROPRIATE BOX IN 'GRID BELOW

Whet were you doing in (FOLLOWING 1.1 NTH), Were you going to

school, working, or looking for Wor or staying at home, or

what, 9

CODE: i./ = Working - ,)
or

L = Looking for work
In trainingT

S = Sick
.-

H = Out of the labor force: At home, babysitting own

kids, caring for -familY, etc.
Ai = Out of the labor force: Doing nothing special,

hanging around

X = Other (SPECIFY)

852 And how long did you do that' (Until what month?)

CONTINUE TO MARK GRID, SHOWING BEGINNING AND Ei'1D, OR

EACH ACTIVITY, USING CODES ABOVE. IN CASES OF TWO

ACTIVITIES IN ONE MONTH', CODE BOTH, PROBE FOR PRE-

DOMINANT ONE AND CIRCLE lT.

CONTINUE ASKING Q'S 84 AND 85 UNTIL YOU REACH THE PRESENT.

BE SURE
OF WORK

1974

TO INDICATE'

( W I, W 2,

CHANGES
ETC.)

1974

IN EMPLOYERS DURING

1975

PERIODS ,

1275

April Sept. An. July.

May Oct. Feb. Aug.

June Nov'. March Sept.

July Dec. Apri.1 Oct.

May Nov.

June' I Dec,

-

CIRCLE NUMBER or JOBS SINCE TRAINING BELOW AND FOLLOW DIRECJI.ONS.

.AS INDICATED.

NUMBER OF JOBS

0 GO TO Q. 96, PAGE 30

.,0eviI or. more . . . TO Q. 86, PAGE 28,

2
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86.

41r

The next questions are about the first job you tolig me about,
one you had in . REFER TO GRID

the -

Month, Year

What was that Job?

OCCUPATION

81: What did your work usually consist of GET SPECIFICS OF JOB
CONTENT.

88. How much was your monthly take-home pay?

$ per

89.

T

How many hours
,N
a:.week did you work, on the average?

hours per week

90. Did you- learn about the job: No Yes

In the newspaper? 0 1

From the school? 0 1

From friends or relatives.?
--1

0 1

From WIN? 0 I

From the Employment Service? 0 1

From the union? 0 1.

Someone else (SPECIFY): 0 1

SI. In actually getting tke job, did ypu have any help from:

No Yes

School 0 I

Friends, relatives 0 1

WIN 0 1-

The Employment Service 0 1

A Union 0 1

Someone else, (5PECIFY): 0 1 ,
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92. How much of kalat,..you learned at (SCHOOL) was eelated to

46' that job? Would you say:

Does not apply: Respondent never attended (SKIP TO Q. 941)!
Almost everything p .

2Some things -
Not too much
Nothing or almost nothing

3
4

93 erall, how useful would say the training was for the
jib? Was it:

Very useful
Somewhat useful 2

Not very useful 3

Not useful at all 4

A How did you like that job? Would you say you liked it very
mutt), somewhat, not much or not at all?

Liked it very much (SKIP TO Q. 95) 0

Somewhat
*

Not much y 2*

. Not ai all

*B. IF AT ALL DISPLEASED, ASK:

Why is that?. What makes,you say you didn't like it (mucA)?._

V

fr
6,

3*

6
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95. And why did yip!, leave that job?

j-96. How important is it to you to gdt a job doing the same
kind of work for which you were trained? Is it?

..

a t

;.; [DNA: Respondent never,attended school 01

Very important." .
,-,,

I

Somewhat 2

Not very 3 t

Not important"at'all 4

..

97.1. What kind of.work are you looking for right now?
3

OCCUPATION

44:
IF RESPONDENT,SAYS "ANY KIND OF WORK," OR NAMES,
SEVERAL OCaPATIONS, CHECK HERE TASK WHAT

OCCUPATION S/HE IS MAINLYLOOKING FOR, ENTER ABOVE
AND ON CHECK LIST

REFER TO'CHECK LIST. IF RESPONDENT IS LOOKING FOR WORK
MAINLY IN OCCUPATION WHLCH IS NOT TRAINING OCCUPATION, ASK .Q. 98

98. Why is it that you aren't looking for work (mainly) Is

a TRAINING OCCUPATION?. ,

2
tii

U

.."

Y.

44.

,z.

. .

a



99 Mar.4"Lsome Ahings
Are you:°'

i.
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thap people 6 when t4ey're looking for work.

No Yes

. A. Consulting private employment agencieg? 0 1

'B. Usjng the placemenviervices of he Employment :--1

Service?
0 1

C. Using the WIN'placement service? 0 1

D. Using the placement service at'--(5C/1060L)?i . 0 1

Of.

E. Using,a union pJ,acement service? 0 r
F. 'Checking newspaper ads? 0

1

G. following up job tips from friends and relatives? 0 ' 1.

H. Walking into businesses off the street,and asking

for work? 4.... 0 1

I. Usixfg other app(roaches?, (SPECIFY):' 0 1

J. IF MORE THAN ONE APPROACH NAMED ASK: 14hich of 'these

'
things is ..-the most likely to be successful in helping

you find Work, do you think?

'1'

.

4

A 1

,



3 2 -

9

1150.-"How useful do you think your train'i'ng will be in getting work
- at the job you've been looking for?' Do you think it will be:

iDoes not apply: Respondent never attended school, 01

Very useful .. I

Somewhat useful 2

Not very -useful , 3
Not useful at all 4

' o

1 ERVI EWER CHECK Respondent has not worked r..] Skip to 121
First Occupation is

- 0. TRAINING OCCUPATION ri 'Skip:to 121
First Occupation i s inot

TRAINING. OCCUPATION ri Ask .(1.'s 101 'A -..J

g

.- .

7,. 1.7.-/C7.1-1ave you ever workail as a (TRAINING OCCUPATION)t,

, *
No (SKI PliffiI 102)'' 0
Yes . 1*

I
f

YES. ASK B-J

B. ;When was :that? GET PERIOD -OF EMPLOYMENT, FROM GRID ONE GE 27.

C4 How much was ou;

.

c

, $

How many hour. a .weel.: did

4

911
per

you work, oq the ,Trage?

hours per week

---.
E. Did 9,ou learn about the join

1

,,

0
No Yes

.
. ..

In the newspaper/ 0' 1

.

(
., Frdfil the school?* 0 . 1

. -

.Prom (Oends or relatives? 0 1 L--

Fr WIN? 0 1
4 .

0 1the Employment Service?. t
. From a union . 0 1

t

.

Somebrie else ($Pi?1FY) 0 1

rill.,
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.

F- In actually getting the job, did you have anyhelp from:
-N\

No Yes

School . . 0 . 1

Friends and relatives 0 1

W141 0 :1,

The Employment Service % 0 '1sw.
AUnion 6 1

Someone else 4(SPECIFY):
. 0 1

J

S

a

G.' How much of what you learned at,(SCHOOL) is related to
that job? Mould you say: .o.

. a
(hoes not apply: Respondent never attended ( SKIS TO Q. I. I 11

Almost everything l

"4. . Some things, 2

Not too.much t .

Nothing, or alkost nothing Z 4
t 'I

H. Overall, how useful would you say the training was for.
the job? Was

e1. .Verylyserul .., P.

1 1 .,. il i

Somewhat useful I . % . . . . 2

1Not very
----Not" useful attall . J . .. .i .

,
. , (6

.. ' 3useful /

.... ... . 0.

1.1 How did you like that .job? Wpu),d you say you liked.it
.

very much, somewhat, not macCo'r not at .a)1?

Liked it very much (SKIP TO J) a 0

Somewhat
:''.

11*

Not much 2**
.

Not at all .
. r.

. 3**

-
** .. .

2. IF AT ALL.DISPLEASsED. ASK. .

Why is that? *Whet makes you say you didn't likeit (much)?
*

q

-k-



And why did you leave that job?

NOW 37CIP TO Q. 12.1

102. Why is it that you've never done that kind of work?

.

NOW SKIP TO Q. 121

2 5'ty-

3

;

0

.
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. FOR RESPONDENTS WHO ARE OUT.OF THE LPBOR FORCE

103. Nol, let's back up to the time when you got the training voucher.
l'd.like to ask about your.jobs since that 011ie: You got the

voucher in , right?

HARR APPROPRIATE BOX IN GRID BELOW: V

What were you doing in (following month)? Were you going to

school, working, or looking for work, or staying at home, or
what?

CODE: W =.Working
L = Looking for work
T.= In trajding-(new,carse, not original WIN training)

S.. Sick
H = Out of thelabor force: At home, babysitting own

kids, caring for family, etc.
N = Out of the lab'or force:, 'Doing nothing spelaP,

hanging around ,

' X =Other (SPECIFY):

104. And how long eld ydu do that? (Until what month)

1
CONTINUE TO MARK GRID; SHOWING BEGINNING AND END OF EACH
A1CTIVITY, USING CODES ABOVE, IN CASES ,CIF TWO ACTIVITIES

;. ONE MONTH, CODE OTH, .PRpBE FOR PREDOMINANT ONE AND

CIRCLE 11'4

,CONTINUE ASKING Q'S 103 AND 104 UNTIL YOU REACH THE PRESENT,

BE SURE TO INDICATE CHANGES IN EMPLOYERS DURING PERIODS-OF:-

WORK CW W1, 2, ETC.).

April

'May_

June

Aug.'

1974

. -

CIRCLE NUMBER OF JOBS SINCE TRAINING BELOW AND FOLLOW DIRECTIONS AS

'INDICATED.

HUMBER OF JOBS
0 'SKIP TO 116, PAGErAg-
1 or more GO TO 105, PAGE .2.§..,

Sept.

Oct:

Nov.

Dec.

1974

Jan.

Feb.

March

April

May

Duly

Aug.

Sept._

Oct.

1975
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Th next questions are about the first job you told mefabout, the one
y u had in . REFER JO GRID'

Month Year

105. What Was that job?
OCCUPATIONr

106. What did your work usually consist,pf? GET'SPECIFICS OF JOB
CONTENT.

How much was, your monthly takelome pay?

-
$ per

251.4'

108.

109.

'How many hours a -Keek did you work, on the average?

' hours per week

Did. you learn about the job?

No Yes
In the,newspaper 0 1

'From the school , 0 1

From friends or relatives?. . . 0 '1-

From WIN? . ... 0 1

From the Employment Service? 0 1

From the union. . 0 1

'Somewhere else (SPECIFY) 0 1

. -

110. In actually getting the job, did you yet any help from:

NO
School 0

Frippds,.relatives 0

WIN . 0

The Employment Service 0

A Union

2 Someone else
t.... ....

0i. : . ., .. ,. . . ., 0
....

-

`lies
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.op . HOw much of what you learned at (SCHOOL) is related to

that job? Would you say: si

'Does not apply: Respondent never attended (SKIP TO Q. 113A)I
Almost everything . I

Some things 2

Not too much . 3
Nothing or almost nothing 4

. N

112. Overall,llow useful would you say the training was'for the

job? Was it:

Very useful 1

Somewhat useful
Not very useful 3

Not useful at all 4

,/

113. A. How did you like the job? Would you say you liked it very
much, somewhat, not much at all?

S

:e"

Liked it very much (SKIP TO INTERVIEWER CHECK) 0
Somewhat 1*

Not much 2*

NOtat all ...... . . .

*B. IF AT ALL DISPLfASED., ASK:

Why is that? What makes you say you didn't like it (much'

A bl. 41 4

0.

.1

"



,, School 0
..,. ,G 1

'Friends, relatives 0 1

WIN 0 1
_. . .The Employment Service 0 1

A Union 0 l'

Someone Else (SPECIFY) 0 , 1

G. How much of what you learned at (SCHOOL) is related to ...

, ,,that job? Would you say:

1DNA: Respondent never attended 0

Almost everything*, 1 1

A

O I Some things
A ''''

2

Not too much 3

Nothingv or almost nothing
*

4
i

2-5'1

'

INTERVIEWER CHECK: First OcCupatiop is
'TRAINING OCCUPgrItIfi rl Skip to 116

First Occupation is not
TRAINING OCCUPATION Ask 1147

114. A. Have you ever worked as a (TRAININACUPATION)?

No (GO TO 115, SKIPPING NEXT AGO' 0

Yes

.B. .When was that? GETPERIOD OF EMPLOYMENT, FRO RID ON

PAGE 35.

C. How much was your monthly take-home pay?

$ per

/ Df How many hous'aweek did you work, on the average?

hours,pec week
/ j . ii. / I

` E. Did you find out about the job: 'NO Yes
. -..

In the newspaper V' 0 1

.4 I

From the school? . . . " . e . .. .0 1

From friends or relatives? . . 0 1

From WIN,? ' 0 1

From the Employment Service? 0 1

From the, union? ... . 0 1

i*

r.

Elsewhere?' (SPECIFY) 0 1 .

..i. ' . .

F. In actually getting the'job, did you get any help from:

No Yes '



Q. 114 (Continued)

V

39-
.1t

H. Overall, how useful woyjd you say the training was for

the job? Was it:

(DNA; Respondent never attended 7 r
Very useful
Somewhat useful 2

Not very useful 3

Not useful at all 4

4

1.1 How did yoU like that job? Would you say yo liked rt

very much, somewhat, not much or not at all?

Liked it very Much (SKIP TO J) 0

Somewhat 1**

Not much 2**

Not at all .

**2 IF AT ALL DISPLEASED, ASK:

Why is that? What makes you say you didn't like it (much)?

J. And why did you leave that job?

e

NOW SKIP TO Q. l P6

1,0

2

1

a

,
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115. Why is it that you've never done that kind of work? IF NOT

ALREADY REPORTED, ASK Q.'s 116 117 IF KNOWN, SKIP TO Q. 118.

r

116. A. Are there any

it

reasons why you couldn't take a job riOt now?

No (SKIP TO )18)

Yes

*
B. eP YES: What are they?'

p

a

A

a'

,1T7. What is the one most'important reason you can't work right

now?

6

256
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118.. If yq were able to go to work tomorrow, what kinds of jobs
would ou be able of do? (What occupations would you -,be

qualifi for, assuming Jobs were availablil) RECORD BELOW

119. And what pay'dpuld you expect to get as OCCUPATION? (Jult

give me your best guess about what you would be able to earn.)

RECORD BELOW . 4
"/

Occupation: 1 ' Pay: 1 $: per

42 . 2-$ per

3 3 $ per

4 4 $ per

120. A. Do you haveany plans right now to get a job, or not?

Plans to enter labor force 0*

No plans to work (SKIP TO Q. 121) 1

AF PLANS TO ENTER LABOR FORCE, ASK. B & C

B. When.mig that be?

C. What kind of work would you expect to be doing?

1
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FOR ALL RESPONDENTS

I

121. A. Are you (or your family).receiving welfare assistance now?

No (SKIP TO Q.2) 0*\
Yes 1

*B. IF YES, ASK':

Is that a partial grant, or a full grant?

'Partial 0

Full 1

O K 2

122. Now a few questions about yourself and'how you feel about the

voucher program.

First, here are some statements about how people feel about

`themselv9s.

4.
As I

read each one, will you tell me from the numbers On this
ladder how often you feel that staipmpnt is true for you.

(GIVE RESPONDENT THE "TRUE" LADDER,)
. Almost

Never Sometimes AlWays

A.

B.

CO

D.

. .

I take a posithie
attitude toward myself. , 1
1 feel I do not have
much to be pi-dud of. 1

s--

I feel that I have a
number of good qualities
1 dm able to ao things
as well as most'other

2

2

2

',,

3

-3

3 .

people. 2 3

/

Sometimes 1 think't am .

F.

no good at all.
t feel that I'm a person
of worth, pt least ,on an

2 3

equal plane with others. 2 3

25 Ly

4
i 5

4 .5

4 5
..

4 5

. .
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123. Now a few questions abdut,the voucher program. Knowing what 0.c.,

you now know, whjch of the answers on-this card comes closest

to describing what you would do if you were offered the
voucher for the first time today? SHOW R CARD-

Turn it doWnind get a job instead (SKIP TO,
tr.

'Q.'12§) 0

Choose on-the-job training instead of
,,,,training in a school. (SKIP:TO Q. 126). . 1

Do the same thing: Take training in the
same occupation and at the same school
(SK1P TO . 126) . . 2

Take training in the same occupation but in
a different school (ASK Q.I24) 3

O. Take training in a different occupation .

(ASK Q. 125) , 4

124. What kind of school would that be, and why would you choose

it instead?

ft r

1

SKIP TO 126

4.0

4

125. What occupation would that be, and why wouldsyou,Choose it
instead?

11

o

Noe

04 0
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126. A. As you know, the voucher program was an experiment and was

done just ih Portland. There.is talk now of putting vouchers,)

into WIN Programs in other cities.' I'd like to get your-
opinions on the voucher system and how it might -be changed.

For example, pobody could take training which would last

more than a year, How does that limit seem to you? Would

you say that one year is generally:

About right'(SK1P TO Q. 127). . 0

Too shbrt 1*

Too long 2*

*
B. IF TOO SHORT OR TOOPLONG ASKypWhy do you say that?,

-127. A. The cost of t y ing for one year could not be more than

$2,500. Would say $2,500 ,is:

About right for a year (Ski? TO Q.128). 0 '

Too little
More than it needs to be

J

IF TOO [ATTIE OR TOO MUCH, ASK: Wtly do vi)u_say that?

4.

0

Q.

1
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128. A. Finallyyouchers'courd be used for any occupation at all,
except recreational types of things% Do yeti think ieshbUld

be for training in just certain occupations, or for any'
occupation at all? ,

*B.

Lhiit to certain occupations 0*

AlltoccupattOns (SKIP TO Q.129) 1

IF SHOULD0BE LIMITED ASK: What occupations should those be

1 .

4

I

129. Here.are some things that some people say wouldlhappen if
the voucher system were used in all WIN programs. Do you
strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree or
Astrongly disagree with the statements? SHOW R CARDS.

Some- Some-

Strongly What What Strongly

-Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

a B.

A A

People in WINcen make -

occupational decisions
which are just as good
or better than those
made by the WIN Counselors.

If WIN clients rather than
counselors deal directly
with the schools; they will
be talked into trai:hing
that they really don't -----

want. or need 0 1

4

C. if peopld in WIN are left
on their own, they will
choose loccupations for
which there is little
or no chance of getting
a job. . 0

D. WIN people would be,able
to select the right train-
ing school just as w(1,1,1 as

their counselors

.4

2

2

II

. 3

2

3

I

1.
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Some- Some'-

. Strongly what what trongly

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

1 f the WIN client makes
decisions, if would in-
crease his or her motIvau .

tion to' complete training ;

uccesPu I 1

F. Most schools wii I try to

sell- training to WIN people .

which is not 4sui ted to

their needs or abili-

ties

G. Since the training is paid
for by the government ,,mlost.
WIN people would choose ex-
pensive schools, even though

equal ly good training would-

be avai lab le 'elsewhere at

1 oWer . cos t t

'H. If WIN people make their
own decisions, they will be

0 I

2
0

0 1 42 3

0 1 2 3

D '

more confident of themselves

nd their abilities f i

I. Most WIN people neetil'a

great deal of guidance and
Ust a n eef r cm, the i r coun-

selor, and cannot make wise .

decisions about training . . 0 1 - 2 3

0
/

130. What recommendations would you make for improvement of the

. voucher system (other than what you've a 1 readii 'hient ioned)?

1
.

. 4 )

4
. ..

,

.

If
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.444,

We will need to.interview you just once more/ in about stic
months. Could you give me the names and addresses of two
people who are likely to know'where to locate you, in case I

can't find you then' .

I

(name) (address) (0tY)- ,; (phone)

(name) (address) city iphone).

p

' END OF NTERVI EW. THANK RESPONDENT

I /

Time nrervi ew.ended

4

'

*

kS

,

2t,,;

ti

%

F

N

ser
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Interviewer '
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STUDY OF WIN SKILLS TRAINING

Time Started

* k * * *__x

I

IF RESPONDENT IN TRAINING NOlth SKIP TO "INTRVIEWER)CHECK"

,PRECEEDING Q. 9 (p.

1F,RESPONDENT NOT IN.TRAINING: ASK Q: 3.

3. Did you complete your training, or did you leave it before

Completed. . SKIP TO Q. 5 0

Left before finishing. . f

finistang?

ID No.

4. 'Why was that? _HOw did you come

2

a
9 '9

to,leave before finishing?

2k;

!,)

a.
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,

/

5. Are you working now looking for work, staying home, or what?,,

Working. ASK Q's 6 -8 ,0

Lookin4 for work . . ASK Q's 6-8 1

Staying home . . SKIP TO INTERVIEWER CHECK, P. 4 . . 2

In school. . SKIP TO INTERVIEWER CHECK, P: 4 3

Other SKIP TO INTERVIEWERCHECK, P. A 4

6. Whit kind 4Y work is that? What, occupation? JUT- <

SPECIFICS) '

Vy

7. How useful is your training (will your training be) for

that work? Would yousay it is (will be) wegy useful,
somewhat useful, not very useful, or not useful at all?

.useful 0 '

Somewhat

'

Not very

Not at all

,1

8. Can you teWme more about that? What is it that makes

the training-Lnot so) useful?

4.0

2

. . 2

3

, 9'
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INTERVI61=CHECK. CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX AND FOLLOW FURTHER INSTRUCTiONS*

...R'currentlyfin training (SKIP TO BLUE SHEETS, pp. 4a and 4b)

R working in training occupation (SKIP TO Q. I2d)

R working indifferent occuliatIon (GO ONAOTH Q. 9)

R loOking for work in training occupation (SKIP TO Q. 10,
TO II If APPROPRIATE, THEN SKIP TO Q. 12d)

R lookingfor work in different Occupation (GO 0/1111TH Q. 9).

R not working, or'at home, or in school, etc. (out Of the labor
force) (GO ON WITH Q. 9)

9, Why IA it you're.not working (looking for work) as a
training occupation ? ,(PROBE FOR DETAILS OF:REASOWs--SEE

INTERVIEWER,INSTRUCTIO4S, REMEMBER PROBES: Why not in training
. occupation? Wfiy not in labor force?' What studying i4, -schOol?
that occupation?)

6r

,

.10. Have you ever worked as a training-ocCupation ?

;No. . SKIP TO Q..12, p.5 .

Yes . ASK Q. II

And wfial,happened to that job ?4

1

NOW SKIP yo.A. 12, Q. 5

2 6
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FOR RESPONDENTS CURRENTLY 1N'WIN TRAINING ONLY:

10. Have you ever worked as a training occupation

,No . . SKIP TO Q. 12 0

12.

Xes. . ASK Q.),11

11. And what happened ,p) that job? .

4N

Did youA4Pr, try to firth a (another) job es a

training occupation! ?

No

ti
*es

Why is it that you 'didn't look
for that kind of work?

AY'what happened when you
teed to find tbat kind of'work?

2 6 1..)

'

'

a
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I2a. Ff you were to go to work tomorrow, what kinds of jobs would
, you be able to.do? What occupations would you be qualified to
get work in (assuming that jobs were available)? RECORD BELOW

12b. And what pay could you expect to get as a (occupation)? (Just

Our best guess about what you would be able to earn.) RECORD
BELOW

occupation: I.

2.

Pay: 1. $

2. $

per

per

3r 3. $ per

4. 4. $

I2c: Do you have any plans right now to get a job, or nw?

Plans to enter labor force. . ASK Q's 12e0 6 (2). 0

S.
No plans to work. . SKIP TO Q. 13, p. 5e. .

I2c(1). When might that be?

I2ct2). What kind-of'work would ou
I

41.

3

t ,

expect to be 'doi g?

NOW SKIP TO'Q. 13, p. 5e

2 c.
a 4

1

per

v
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12d. I'd like to ask about some of the thirrgs yotOve done

since you left the WIN training. First, when did you

(finish/leave)?

19

MONTH YEAR

RARK.APPROPRIATE BOX IN GRID BELOW: LT

12e.. What were you doing in (following month)? Were you working,

or looking for work, or staying at home, or what?

CODE: W =,working q4
L = looking for work
T = in training (new course, not original WIN training)

S = sick'
H = out of the labor forte: at home, babysitting own

kids, caring for family, etc.
N = out of the labor force: doing nothing special,

hanging around
X = other (SPECIFY)

And how long did you do that? (Until what month?)

CONTINUE TO MARK GRID, SMOWING.BEGINNING AND END OF EACH ACTIVITY,

USING CODES ABOVE. IN CASES OF TWO ACTIVITIES IN ONE MONTH, CODE

PREDOMINANT ONE.

CONTINUE ASKING Q's 12e and 12f UNTIL YOU REACH THE END OF ONE YEAR

'OR THE PRESENT, WHICHEVER COMES FIRST..

July

Aug.

Sept.

Oct.

Nov.

Dec.

1972

Jan.

Feb.

March'

April

May

June

July

ksAug.

Sept.

Oct.

Nov.

Qec.

1973

2

Jan.

Feb.

March

April

May

.June

July

Aug.

Sept.

*Oct.

Nov.

Dec,

1974

ti

Y.
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12g, LOOK BACK. OVER THE GRID. FOR EACH PERIOD OF WORK, ASK:

A., _What were you workingt? What was your occupation?

B. NT much did .you get paid on that job?

C. Did you work full-time or part-time?

D. Did you have a daytime schedule (9 to 5 or so), or did you work at
_night, or on a split shift?

E. And how did ypu. like-the job?, Would you say you liked it very much,
. somewhat, not much, or not at all?

A.'Occupation 1:

B. Pay: $ per

C. Full-time 0, .Part-time ED

D. Regular daytime schedule

Night schedule Split shift

E. Liked: Very much

Somewhat Not Much

Not at'all A

or

A. Occupation 4:

B. Pay: $ per

C. Full-time Part-time

D. Regular daytime schedule n

Night schedule Split shift

E. Liked: Very:much

Somewhat Not much ED
406, 4
Not at all

A. Occupation 2;

B. Pay: $ per

C. Full-time Par%-time

D. Regular daytime schedule

Night schedule Split shift

E. Liked: Very much Q

Somewhat Not much

Not at all

A. Occupation 5:

R. Pay: $ per

C. Full-time Part-time '

D. Regular daytime schedule-ED

Night schedule Split shift

E. Liked: Very much

Somewhat No much

Not at all

A. 3:

B. Pay: per

C. Full-time *Part-time

D. Regular daytime schedule

Night schedule Split shift

E. Liked: Very much

Somewhat Not much

Not It all

A. Occupation 6:

-Bp Pay: $

C. Full -time Part -time

D. Regular daytime schedule '

Night schedule Splieshift

E. Liked: ;Very much

,Somewhat Not much 0`

Not at all

4
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13. Thinking back now to, when you first began talking about training
with the staff vit'the WIN office, did you aiceady have some
particular occupation in mind that you wanted to get training
for?

14. What occupation wasothat?

No. . SKIP TO Q. l5 0

YES . . ASK Q. 14 . . . . 1

* * * * * * * * * *

914

.41
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)
75a. All things considered, how satisfied are you with the

straining you got? Would you say you are:

ri Very satisfied

Fait Y satisfied
. -

Not very satisfied 2

Not satisfied at all. . 3

751y. Can yOu tell me more about that?
you'rel(above answer)?

0

t

What'leads you to say that

if

75c. As things look now, do you have any plans for getting skill
training in the future?

Yes. . . ASK Q. 75c(1) . . . 0

'No. . SKIP TO Q. 76 . 1

7'

75c(1). What kind of training is that? For what occupation(s)?

t

.74
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APPENDIX B

OCCUPATIONAL CLASSIFICATION'

PROFESSIONAL_ TECHNICAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE

Profestional
Doctors, dentists, and veterinarians
Psychologist and psychiatrists

*.
Lawyers and judges
Engineers and architects
Social scientists
Life and physical scientists
Economists and finance experts
Cost accountants and CPAs (not accountants)
Education officLals(include principals) and specialists
Social workers (including' child devklopment)

Librarians.
Teachers and tutors
Business executives
Lawmaker, lobbyist

. ,

Sdbprofessional and Technical
qystems analysts and computer programmers (not computer operators),
Designers and artists (free lance o7 commercial}'

s6.Airline pilots and traffic controllers, law enforcemeAt
Draftsmen, detailer,..iurveyor
Photographers.

Mediael technicians, dental technicians and hygienists, therapists,
nurse, danCe therapy, chemical lab technician, occupational therapy

Counselorst psychology and social science BAs, marriage counselors
(not job counselors)

Radio and TV announcers
Paraleg , lawyer's assistant
Advemisi public information, free lance writers
Entertainer -sports ,

Science research aide
Other, proofreader

(
) Managerial, Administrative and Proprietary

% salaried administrators, managers and supervisors:
'4' Public and nonprofit

Construction, manufacturing and other indpstires
Retail trade or services (indlude hotel-motel) ,,executive steward,

producer, director
Othr (n.e,c.) salaried managers and administratOrs,office and,
apartment*managees .0 -,

Self=eMp)oyed managers, administrators, supervisors '

.Self-employed ('includLng shop owners), contraltors
-

Other managers and adrlinistrators
Insurance and real-estate agents
Sales representativei, dealerS,,merchandisers 6

, \

2
r

:Lc
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CLERICAL

High Clerical
Executive or chief secretaries
Secretaries (inCluding medical, legal, etc;
Bookkeepers, accountants, statistical ns, carnotite, operatdr,

,payroll or billing clerk, printingtcos a timgtor
Bank tellers
c,acilitating jars; travel agents,..job

insurance claims, interviewers
0.theF (including court reporters}

Low Clerical
Ticket agents

4 Typists, keypunchers, office machine operators, switchboard operators
General clerical, general offiCe
Medieal ward clerks, Mgdical records technicians
Dispatchers, i.nventory control clerk; ordets, postal clerk, shippl.ng.

40Jerk, stock clerk
Receptionists, medjciO4 receptionlsts
Other-4esienger, hotel desk clerk, libra?y page
Collector

7

selor, referral service,

. CRAFTSMEN, OPERATIVES AND WORKERS

Foremen, Craftsmen and Kindred

'Foremen ,

ETectriciansand electronics technicians
Boilermakers, machinists, pipe-fitters, millwrights, caster, lock-
' smith,:instrument man, other fabrication, too,' ,and die maker,

turret-lathe set-up operator, layout, brush material preparer
. Carpenters, bricklayers+, concrete masons, other construction,

painters, woodworking, shop trainee,floor layer, carpet layer,
sandligasting ..141. ;....

" AgricuTrike, forestry -, i.cul.ture4(.inc
1
ude soil -testers) waste

tFeatment operator, milker
."

Pritting, graphicsland,baokbinding, print-a-sign operator, offset

pressman i-

.., ,

,. Other (sprinklerinstal-ler, awning, fire alarm, fence erector)

Operative and Kindred
Tr'ansport operators (truck, ambulance driver), kus driver
Auto and motorcycle mechanics, brake and lock expert

)

Diesel, aviation a6d marine mechanics
Mechanical equipment repairmen (office machines, lock and dam

operator, air-conditioning4refrigeration, small engines, field
service engineer'

. Welders, auto-body:repairmen, wi,re-feed.operators;'foundry, 'burr,
grinder,plater, polisher, punch prest operator, flame cutter,

. inkmaker, tire repair, pot man "'" do.
,

Upholsterers, sqray furnjture, toilet seat maker
`. 'Craft helpers, electrical helper, electrical lab helper, fire

'extinguisher service man, auto dismantler ko . )

Assembly lind, factory work, assemb ler,, line checks
1

.. 4livy equipment opeirator, forklift operator

e

Light equipment cpelrator, warehouseman
)

.

Army,' other Miltarly
i

1 , , -

I

.- -4 .
: ...)

1 '

<,

- r
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SE ICE

Servic ers

Sale onnel,' retail trade, gas 'station attendants, customer

service specialist .
,A1,

Meatcutters
e

Chefs .

Decorators .

.

. .

Health and medica) aides and assistants, orderlies, practital
nurses, therapy aides, social service aides; lab assistants

Teachers'aides and library aides, babysitter .

,Beauticians, hairstylists, and barbers; manrtiiiist, cosmetologist

Dog groomers,animal care, veterinary assistant t
Gooks .

.

artenders .
.-

Cashiers and checkers, grocery clerk . .

I La4dscape workers and groundkeepers, plant nursery, interior landscape
Waitress, hat checker, porter, salad maker, car hop, hotel, restaurant,

elevator, cafeteria worker, iceman , .

Loading trucks, delivery,.laborer, parking lot attendant,hooking=things
on crane,,unskilled labor, sorting bottlet, produce man, clean
chickens, car shaggep, cut foam rubber

;Pattern cutter, seamstress, shoe repair, tailor, slipcover cutter,
knitter's helper

Ipnitor, custodian, garbagema uilding maintenance, cleaners

Laundry %

7263-

Farm workers
Guards,

r .

i 1 .

The occupational classification used in this report wat con-

structed to accommodate occupations reported by respondents rather
...

than as a comprehensive occupational coding rscheme. Additionally,

requirements to provide sufficiently large numbers of cases in each

of the secondary Occupational groups --had to be met. The -Primary arid

Secondary occupational groups are ltsted in the order of an asiumed

hierpgthy of occupational prestige. -The hierarchical arrangement of

occupational groups- is based on app4oximations to the group medians
derived/from 19,0, estimated prestige stores for speciflcoccupations
containela in Lloyd 1..Terrime, Occupations: 'Meanings and Measvres, 4

Washington, D,C.: tureau of Social Science Research, .I.nc., June, '

1975, Appendix C.
J

,

..
.

. ,

\
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APPENDIX C

stLASSIFICATION OF TRAINING VENDORS

PUBLIC,

le
Clackamas CommUnity College
Mt. Hood Community College
Mt. Hood Communi,tyCollege, Maywood Park
Portland Community College 4 "

Portland Community College, Cascade
Portland State University

PRIVATE r .

'Business%Commrcial .

,
r

Advertising Art School
Beaverton Business College
Clark College *

, .

Pacific College of Business.
No4hwest.Schools
Northwestern%Collete of Business
Oregon Cpree'r Institute
Oregon Polytechnic Institute"

,Portland Real Estate
Portland Secretarial College
Real Estate School of Oregon s

.

,Western Busintss College`Y ..
Williams of Auto Gel ling

Receptiomis Swi'tchboardSC'hool of Oregon
.

' Medical' and DentalAAlied
Bryman SChool 0 ,

,
North Pacific Dental and Medical College
'Portiand'Adventist Hospital

;
Personal Service ,,

-

Beau,Monde College of Beauty
1

College o Beauty
Dkecutive Collgge of Barbering
International Hairstyling Academy'

1%.
4 Moler Barber College C

... MontaviYla Beauty Schbol ' .

Multi -Arts Centers ,

--..
MultpomahCollege of Hair Design
Northwest School'of,Dog Grooming
Phagan1s Gateway College of Beauty °

University Beauty College 4

)

.

111;Ps :

,,

,
Industrial/Transpbrtation

;;;;;;:clid:::::::::;C111:

7

,-
1 - Technical TraMing Service' 41.

West Coast Training Service
,

4

J

a.

4,



t APPENDIX
t ,

SELF-ASSESSMENT .

Note:, This appendix is a condensation of the Self-Assessment ForMs avail-

ableto voucher recipients inPortland. All headings are shown;

the actual forins provided imple space for use4by thd voucher
recipientsAn listing the Information called for.

' I. WHAT THINGS HAVE DONE TO ANY DEGREE OF SUCCESS?

PAID ,,'
v UNPAID :

c
f o

.
. STUDY PLAY.*

'

.
fit.

.

..
.

.

II. WHAT THINGS HAVE I
DONE THAT OTHERS HAVE COMMENDED ME FOR?

--
O

PAID st ' UNPAID

(

..-

,

t ..

.
.

4 .

- ' STUDY
.:-.

PLAY

.

6

. k6

.

QUESTION III, PART I WORK HISTORY.

(List all the job; ytiu have ever held, to use as a. reminder for the second.

part of th'Is question),

RAID 'JOBS

VOLUNTEER 11ORK

R

Ai*

t.

o)

or



,c

k,

QUEST I OR I I I , °PART 2\
, JOB TITLE ..m//

t

WHAT D ID YO15 DO?

WHAT MANNER DID YOU DO IT? (Spegd? Quality?)

WHAT SPECIAL THINGS DID YOU p0,?
WHAT PROBLEMS DID YOU SOLVE? (Problem/effort/result,

'What was the 'profit' from your effort?").

Example:
Paper boy Delivered early morning and

Sunday paper

Cared for special needs of
customers

Tried to expand my route

-31

4.

e. \
dit

Set up a new rooting, 5o that I was able to deliver

gr 150 papers in half the time of-the last carrier.

always Made sure that the paper'Was placed in a" dry
place,sd customers were pleased--got bonuses at
Christmas from customers for my services

heft a little card with my name. on it so that pl eased nP

customers passed my name on to newcomers; increas %d

route by 20 customers in this manner,

I

.
t

-,..

,333,3
3

P

a



IV. WHAT KINDS OF QU,1 PHEW CAN I OPERATE.?

4

7

o

V. WHAT THINGS WOULD I LIKE TO DO?

° ' .11

i VI. 'WHAT ARE THE THINGS THAT I. DON'T LIKE TO DO?,



_
I

000"'

490 APPENDIX E'j
.

ANALYSIS OF THE RESPONSE RATES AND THE CHARACTERISTICS'
OF VOUCHER RESPONDENTS AND NONRESPONDENTS

. The study populations included 164 vou ered and 350regu-lar .
.

. clients. Responeswere received from 154 vouchered clients (92%) and

163.regularcier:ts (47%) for phase I of this longitudinal study)

Responses were received from 1T5 vouchered-tlients (69%), for phase II

of this Idngitudinal study. (Refusals to be interviewed accounted for

only a small 'proportion of the nonresponses.),

A con;parison of the total group with the respondents to this

Chase of the study on such sociodemographic iables as sex, race, age,

education, number of dependents and .legal stJius allows us to assess,

',how representative the respondenfswere of the population as a whole

and to check for bias due to progressive erosion. This co ^afison as
-g

thown in Table E-I, demonstrates that there is no signific nt differ-

ence between the tota) group and the respondents on any f the demo-

graphic criteria. n,most instances there is only a 1 o 2 perFentage

point difference betwep"the two groups, and at the mo t there is a

4 percentage point differenCe.
-..>---I

a

Based on our findings that voucher respondents are representa-
0

tive of their respective populations-on all of.the demographic varim-

bles examined, we do not believe that nonrespons- introduced serious

- ,bias. .1 cannot, of course, rule out the possi ilityothat nonrespopse

was r,elated to other unmeasured characteristic , andthat findings

.iresting on such data' include some nonrespons- bias.
t 41,44

1

The first report Of this ' longitudinal study, Occuaptional ct

of -s and Vocat'onal School Selections: Ex eriences with the

Qrt and WIN Voucher Training rogram by B. D nning, compared the
sotipdemographic characteristics of the total study population and the
respondents to phase I. lie found no .s gnificant difference bet en *-

the total grodp and the respondents o any of the demographi t Cana,
and therefore concluded,Ahat nonrgsp nse did not introduce ious

,bias. Since regular'clints weref.i terviewed only once,it only
the voucher population that needs to 40 examined for any f' ther erosion.

)

'

; .
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TABLE E-1

0. DEMAGRAPHIC COMPOSITION 'F VOUCHER CLIENTS
BY TOTAL GROUP AND RESPONDENTS

(In Peroentages)a

0

.

Demographics Total Group Respondents

Sex

Male 23 22

Female
47

77 78

TOtal % 100 100

(N) ' (167) (115)

Race
P

White
Black

)

86
12

,

85

13

Other 2 3

Total %.

(N)

A
(167) &

.

101

(115)

4 18-19 years
.. 4a" 3

20-29 years ... 60 , 8 ..,

30-39 years 29 1 31'

40 years or more 7 8

Total %
. .

100 1400

(N) (167) (b15)

..

Education , .

.

24 1Less than 12 years
s 4 12 years 59 62

More than 12 years 18 ---. 17

Total %,
fr

NO 100

(N) __
,

(167) (115) 'c
.

Dependents

%

%

...

3

, 31 ''''

54

12 ,

I
°

.
4

30
.50

16-

/0

1

2-3 .

4 or more
r

Total %
(N)

Program Status

100

(l677)

48
52

100

(1k5).
.

44
56

C

MandatoryMan.

e'r- Volunte
)

Total %
,

A*. (N)

.

100

.(167).

100'

i' (115)

-

aTdtaf varies due to rounding.

0
4.

40.

Z I. 4

,

.1



APPENDIX F

MULTIPLE REGRESSION FINDING§
-

.
.- -A Note ,on the -Interpretation

-

e of the Regression Results
the following tables contain thereresults of du my variahrle.

regression analyses, (Multiple Classification Analyse0 of selec

factors reTate5,1 -tb our respondents' participation in WIN-spon rred

- ,institutlona/ vocational training. This brief guide t'o inter retation

of-the- regression coefficients is offered for readerS'whO may tthe

familiar with this type of analysis.
The coefficient for each variable expresses "the.,magni-ttide and

d i recti-on" of- the percentage-point devi a t i<a4sf rodi.Fthe -Mean:of:the deperi--
_

'dent vadable in uestion which results from being
.

,-category-of th ndependent variable, net (control ling for) the

effect- associated with the other independent variables included_ in-- _

the regression Illade I:, Thus, for example (Table r-i) -79 percent cif_ I =-

regularresponde'nts reported that 'they were iatisfiedNith,thei.rs ins r

tutiona I training. The respondentswho-vre women- and mandatoul1111

participants deviated from this-.grandineah by This means that -

-control I ing for education, age, hijibe

t ion, type of .institution attended and whe'Sher the fesp4nditnt parcel-Vet"-

thei r eschoo I deCisions to be autonomous or Aol, lferna)e mancrato.fy
.

respondentswera 6 percentage points less.11.1Zety-,gtian-,,the--4.e*iilar

reSponderits as -a group tg,have said they-were. saiisWed.wi.kh-tFicir -*

training, Subtracting that difference frOm_thc granarpeanw, we an

.estimite that other things being equal, 75- per"c-e.nt (79 71t06, 73) -
_ - -

of th female mandatory respondents- in _the -regul'ar.-:gr.ciukwobl-d- say

that- hey were satisfied with tnstitutional, trarnrng. ."".
Another example froth. the ram-e.model i nr Table_ F.:: i9

Females who ware voluntary )93,1 Pah ts deviate .b!,1-). 96- roM 'the

grahct ah. (: 79) pn Sat sfiTed--cri th- !nt

trainin "The vauntee.r.ierna feS., ',therefore; were cons itlefably more

- -
- N
N

- ;



-271-

likely (85 %) than the mandatory females (73%) to have claimed satisfac-

tion with their institutional treininlr..

As a final example, we can note that the zeroes for all (vouohered

, and rqular) participants (Table F-1), opposite age, indicate that 'differ-

ences in age had no discernible effects on the proportion of respondents

A who were satisfied wilhtheir institutional training.

The user of these tablesshould remembethat the multiple

-regression technique yields prediction estimates based on a line which'

best fits thedispersion of all observed values in the regression °

equation., Such estimates are most reliable. The reliability of such
. .

estimates is diminished when the distributions of responses on variables

included in the regression equation are highly skewed. A number of our

distributions are rather highly skewed a , as a result, there are a

number of cases in which the sum of the gression coefficient and the

grand mean exceeds 100 percent or falls b ow o0, In such cases, the

?egression coefficients are shown in. the follow.ing tables as they were

computed, in.text tableS, such coefficients are replaced by a + or a '

Where this odcurs, all of the coefficients predictingfto that dependent

variable are luspect,and interpretation are bbst lim,ited to general

. statements about. the relative effects of independent variabies whose

effictents are suil;taAtially different in magn4tudi and/or direction,

11'
avoiding reJiance on, absolute magnitudes of the coefficients.

'

k .

tt.

4%.
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TABLE F-I

REGRESSION ESTIMATES OF INFLUENCES OM TRAINING SATISFACTION
(In Percentage Points Of Deviation From The Grand Mean)

/

"""

F--

...,%;;;Z*'"'

,i

(

0

(N)

.

V V R
All

(V'R)V R

Grand meam (percent satisfied):

` - .Sex/Program Status

'.
"

'

80

-23

13

,.4 ".,
,

-
.

;

I

(?.(53:.

,
02
-03

03
-o6
14.

.e,

-03 1:03
12'

.04

12

-10

05
-07,

''

431 .
I

-01
. ..

'do

02 .

-07
00

.13

23

80

-13

04

03
-

-19

05

-05

02

-03

03..

-06
, )3

-04

-05

15

-02

) .

12

-10

04

-05

1
02

-05

c

-01

05

21

s 79

01
-06

06
-.07

-08 /,

03

03

-01
03

04 '

-03

06

00
-06

-05
18

4 12

-08

s02

-(i5.

01

01

()).

a06

.20

.'19,79

.-03

s-07
09

-07

-07
02

03

-02
03

05
-05
08

00

-03

-12
-12

09

07
-05

02

-05

07
-16

./2

'

.

i"

80

-07
01

03

-03

-12

04
04

00
oo

05

-qt.
09
04

404'

-05
06
Il

13

-09

03

-05

-

I
02

-03 4

03
-04

-03
02

v17

Mote , i (25)' (21)

4 . '4 Mandatory female 44 (24) (25)

Volunteer female..".. .c .... .
(62) io0)

.... --Female NA° - 4:'

Education

(
-) (34)

Less than 17 years ...... .. ... ..... . ::: (24-- (38) -

12 years. (88), (83)

Move. thai'l...12 years.. ...... ... . ...., (19) (23)

; LIE 1. :4 ,.. re .'".
18-29 isars...: .. . : .... , . . A (00) (614

"k- . 1 '30 years or :vets. . . ,m. (43) ,(83)
.

. Dependents ,

.
it1

.
(38) (19)

,2.3

4 or more. .. ......... ..

(55) (50)

..... (163 (15)

NO, (.-) (50)
.

Training Occupation
Professional, teuhnipl, administAtive . (.14): (12)

Clerical ..,. .. .. ...?.,. ..... -.. . (55) " (80)

Blue collar. ' (24) (21)

Service. , , (W) (3))

Type of Schtiol Attended
Public. .. (49) (59)
Private ' . ,(62) (85)

Labor Force Behaviors
'(98)Working ..... .....% . .. . ... (61)

Not working 0.7100) 46)

----)a-anaiiy=7Generali

tAde own decisions . . . . (108) (98)'
Did not . . . ..i .. . ... .; . 1 3) (46)

Autonomy-OCcupvion. ..,:. ' .

.

.
Chose own trolling oc,uaati8n %.---i..i. (4/) (76)

lCli al. rult choose4, .. .,, . .,... (29) (68) .

1 .

'.. Asti:roomy-1 njt i tut ron -/.

..,' Caose own traintri-J.Mstfitutlop. i41 .. *Ir.& (67') s

...Old not choose , w:, . . (1.6 (77)

6.ss, sment

401;:s ,2-assessment (43) (") 4,
6i.,Wr t ha:a se1'-asse.ssmAt . ... (44) .4,

lig.trformation. . . (24) ( -)

Prog-ram Tyce

Vouc5ler. .. .....
Regular, ',41A) ,r4)

R2

'

.. .
v ,

,

/'Informacion on legll status-waF",,,a41141e t5r14 female respondents in the rgguror

pfdlp-om, and I im.fle respondent in the vil.etprsgrom,,) ; -s '

,
%,.: .

,
b Infornotion on number of depprider146..0.1e.tor 51Aflthe

/II

the

orb:gram. I :

I

the regular.



r 

fp 

r 
064004 1.1"t 1.4."..... 

1.000.06 nina 000a0 

{c 

-.a. ...It/n.0,1./1...0 

* 4, 

....Ma, t., .... a) Oa Jaw . r . app,,,; 

p ,, ., 045 ,,,,,,, ,,,,p aaa.:. 0 ,a....,,,,, 3. .aa. 0.4,,, 

aea6r. 401 
4.....,.. 4 4 . pa nrun so.anlni ens. a. 01 4...au), 

-.......---- 
--...._-1-.' 

Cr 
;1 

0 
, 0 

A t 
r A o s 

4 

0N-( fo.'r 
a 

l*k ( 
.0 

, 

(40.) 

'600 

; (40 - 
,:64 

a" ,O .006 

. . 
par000, 
4(404044 

474,41 504700 

1.0 110 510 
00v7^ 100 

754-.407_17 

e 

se,,cc, 7m7 

,264.6 

417' 6... 00,6 .6 (744 P40 

4(4) ica.)5 100 

0.n 

^. 1000" 1 006 94 

`44 444., 

I cow. -.1 "101 Ps. 
0:-^40111 315 OV: 1141 ,00405 

`Ciaa 4.^I1 *. .0 1.0 
1.00 an''1 40 ), ""9: 100"11: 

'ZOO l060 P10 

PI 'el» Ca/31 300 
v.1,0 ^,^19, 100633 

9 Dale Jan, 4 SP1 
701 pug 

4,10.60,1 1-47400-104 0,0701 01070. 

101, 

10 () 4 

''''', ". se- 

4, ,, "O. . 1,A')' ,,,,, 4 0.:1::,:,.1.00.77,, ,..,,,,,,0,, 

) 
1:01 

II 

410 

711 '' "1 1 40 
44- 
(4 ' 

4(4s 

' (4 
77 l'" 

or ft 
44474 

4770 4 %%%%%% . 
444' 244.*'°14406';', 

E 60 140) 

n...."-flit.C; NA, ,15,,,,, 
4U005,41,,, /Pt p 

_... / 
10. 
to 00 f 0 . Og 

. 
424 66 

40- 4D- DI- it 
Iii 

- 
5064 4%5 i iAa,v . 0,1..1 lui 

Valt.li^14 /116.11 
.6 POiN 

Ow 

. I ) 

(0- 00 ,o :0 
11 SO 

00. 
00 

1% .0 
NI- .16. 

.., 

fi 

..., .6, 0)6 
gu 4a4up .... polue, ann.aC000 Ola 

'1 ' 40 I 

0, 0, -4-1-474 001,..0 laaria,41 
40ti anDal3,0 64.04.44.4y 20- 70 00 (0- 4 02.- 

4 10- 40- 70- 70 S07 .4' 1 t 70 '00) , (0 0 . 0607 0.11,0 a, 
o6..06,19 64.,,,, 

l' A 
747-14,4,405 PO, .1 .0.acin ^SO pane 

2 - 4 4 
. 

010,),03 ISa.,40 ara.naaa K6,10.a 
.S0 00 '9 

00. 00 00 
00 ,n CC '611 .P') '1006') .7004, Kw p.1.1 

00 ' 00. DC 
4.0 l'111. 6.. 4. 744, .0474490 

. i 
4444-475-4 44 4.-44 T2C- 477,-.72:222W420. 

II 

10 10 21 0) 
'IL 

. 
SC.10 .. O.0 

40 y 
90 70 40 

C't .J0o (044) ;618/ 

4 

4400440750o 6.40444 4.47,19:41:410: 

ut..)50 ..., ../....1001. . 
-.1" 

CO 
Trn 

1011 
... a nap ....0 PM .00 -1.741-0) 

.. ......o., 

(0 
(0- 

140- 

371- 
10 

4 

72- 
r'2--17;;;II- ;24 ( 124- PO- 0(4 

'0 

'00- 
00 ' IC (20 ) 

(0 70 00 00 r 
.? 

SO 90 4(tl1 

W- 70- "SO- AO- PD- D 10,4 

61 00- 66 ZC 60 ---,In, 60 
0E- 60 L- so, P^ 10 60 

tO- Sc- Sp Cs 11- f 
60 70 1.0- 2 

PC 80 00 
1i- 

is 

do 
* 

PO 

do 60 

1'c 

60- 60 

71 

00 
^ 

toil 
00 
20 50 do 

60 

00 

A. 

.,Z) PO .,41.0. 

99'1300 
:'":442:4Ns 

4091 01.100 IA. 
747, 7440. 

000a.71( ."^S 4i achy 

. 460 4( 0,1AJOS 

FS) ' 4'111011., 
00 '4.3.4,1 
li. an ..1.1 U,.. .,.14,, 1,..,0 i.,d 4,067,00 274 1 

47,4 

40. 60 40... a 11 
Re 60 

4C 

t- 0 

.. 

-) 
^0 

1 '1" . 
"11 10 140..... a44 ni 

444... 

44.' 040 '4, S11 5256 

Ip 
* 

440. 

40 404 

PC DC z - y, 47(4 I 

(C (0 "Mr t. :44 4,0 
44 (0 9C '25 

(,Z, 4,6, 

vv, 

, o: ava/.. 001,0 9..009 

10,...11 

ara),04.0 604 60.414 w a 0 rC Sla 0r 6,0 - vi 
01111141, .1011"111:1 40111,41140111 43,410074 45101140 4^1500715 

.4 r/1 

s 
,' £1Z 



4 E3 7 .8

,TASLL f-3 .
RECJIESSION fI7I417f5 Of 48910(8465 EA18 VoscOrtle7 &Dario*

(In aercntao. Points of ttttt (Co frt. The Grand Pa.)

(4)' tooting for Norkd
0

9

All

eve of Labor force.

V
All all

(8.01)

11

Gre64 he. (ptunt)
So.../ProNfa 81801

01I
PLandatory /anal. ,
folLotear fa.41.

45 45 51 50 22 22 15 18 33 33 J2 32

(25) )10 19 19 02 15 27 27 03 ,4 -46 -05 -30
(24) (3!) -05 .11 08 -01 -07 -04 -05 -05 13 15 .03 d6
(53) (62) -06 -04 -09 -09 -07 -06' 05 -02 13 12 04 10

(34) 1 08 12 .58 -54 -06 -08 05 05 -07 -05

k

,

'

ci.,

,

'

( I)

(24)
(70)
09)

(69)
(44)

(18)
(5))

(18)

'( -)

(14)
(57)
124)
08)

(49)
(64)

(9))
(23)
( -)

(721
(374
( 3)

rg.:;
(24)

Less t Nan° 12 Years. .
12 yeal,

.pore titan IkvyarS. ..

ti
18.29 %mars ,

30 yoatt or wors..,....
liamr_Lat .

0-i

4 or toor - - - - - ., .
Mg .r. . ..,. .

20.1111.0 Cfvf.t ION
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TABLE F.. '

T':
REGRESSION, ESTIMATtS OF INTeUENCES ON VORK4.4c IN TRAINING 0CaPATION..-

ALL OR SOME PART OF IT;t FIRST 7HREE ii0qTri5 FOLLOWING TRAINING
(In Perceiltg815rnt: 0, Oe.i ation Fr.., The Grand Mean)

,-; SRI
V R '

Grand Mean (percent
6.r, reer:Inc Ok..pat ,Ra)

"s.
.

.1,11

(0R).

Sex /Program Star...6

Mandatory female..
Volunteer female .

Female NAa ,

ducat Ion
Less Oleg 12 years.
12 year*,
More than 12 years.

18-29 years . ,

30 yerics or mare. .

Dependents

4 pr rr'pry
ETNA , , ,

Trial n ng Occupation
Prrlf efs iona I , techfri ca.1, admini strat ye,
therical
81ue cotter ,

Sat I
Not s( hffled .

telo

Instot4tional Teaming

Relatnship Between Training Occupatir
and Occu ati in Mind When Entel

Training ccupatioo a d clipation
en mend

Training ccupat) o
Training 0 Gupta .
NO occt.ne I in mind %ten enter7lgLeW1N....

Sel I -Aseessmen Counseling
Yes.

No
No 1..nformat ion .

Program Type
ei Vouchers , ,

S

55 iie2

0
1 ';1). (20) -.... .13 e, -08 0437 'r -02

01 01 .. -()(p7), (25) -08

( I) 225 39 45" f 5 21
. e

( 9) (18) 02-' *:04 , or
(35) 04 ,:,2 -02
( 7) ;:411 -22 01

D

(32) (40) -13' . .11. 06
(19). 005 21 ---- 9.519. i -06'

(17) (43) 37 31 09

(26) '1 (29) 11

( 8) ( 7) .'
/99 -17

. . 14
( .4 (31) :

-15

02
OF

'" ,-06
. z

, .
-01

02 4
e

17

01 )1.-02, ''
-17

'
I

."
* I.) 9. 6) ' A19. sr -24l' 13 -17 ',
(26) (42) -09 - -04 04 02

(12) (15) 18 13 -14 00
....

( 9) (17) 0' . 40 05 -02 03 - -

. --r.'' C

(44) ((s8) :02 ' -03 04 01

4 77 ;1511I1)) 15. 29 -28 -05

3 .- ' e - , ;. -48 -06
, ..

(35) ( (58)! 04= '03''' .06e bg -..0
r)6), (22). -09 -11 -15 -15 . ....

ON.
.7

cil

(34) '(46) 09 08 06
,-

06 ".

( 3) ( 9) 701 1 -02 -32 -27

( 4) 6)

(10) (49) -II -10 00 ..70;

. ' ...
(44) ( .) 09 de

15/ ( -) .94 (..........__; '
(24) ( -) .19 %

a
....

(51) .. DNA -of"
DNA (801 :04

I
a

37 26

aInformat.on on orpgram 'status .as unayai labfe for th4ee ,iercent of the female: respOndent S.
°Informat,Ore On farm ly,size,was,Anavai lab le for 3' rospoodenes in the iegfiar WIN program

who wprked in the first three mant,ht, following traiO,n4.
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TABLE F-5

REGRES$12N4STIMATES OF INFLUENCES ON EARNING A HIGH SALARY
rHE FIRST THREE MONTHSAFTER TRAINING

(In Points Of Deviation Frcm the Grand Mean)

Grand Mean (percent earning hign salary)J.

Sex /Program Status

Male . ....
Mandatory female.. . . .

Volunteer female., . . ..

Education
Less than 12 years.
12 years .

more than 12 years. ... : .

30 years or-more.

Dependents
0-1 .. .

NAc

. ..- ....
,...

"--

First Job After Training
Professional. techni 1. administraiive..

"
Clerical ...... .. . .... ... . . .. .. .

f Blue collar . .. .... .. .. ......... ..

Instiauffatal Training

Dropped
.

o
. Relationship of First Job to

__,--_- ' Training Occupation
------- , Same status:

f4
, First Jot higher status. ,, . .... . ....

First Job lower status.... .. .. ....... .

program Type

Voucher., . .....

Regulars.

a

4,

R2

(N) V
V R

All

(Vallt)

54- 34 41

r

(21) (41) . . 03 -03

(II) (16) . -01 -06

( 3) (A) -18 30

(21) (44) e 12 -01

(21) -18 ' 01

(35) DNA

DNA (b5)

410),

( 8)

(11)

( 4) '(12) 37 : II,

(27) (40) 03

( 4) (13) -34 -20

(20) ,

(15)

(14) (10) 11 22

(15) (24) -03 -06 _-06
( 6) ( 5) 18 -02

( -),, (26) - -03 '

( -:

(17)

(7)
(II)

(35)

(30)

(13) 3b 04

(1) -02 15

S20) -17 -13

(17) 00

01

-02 -01

( 5) 25

(34) 6 1

(II) 1

00
-30 -10-

' (15) -15 -30'

.43 35

23

01

-24

02

-03

13

-02

.-02

38
14

-27

05
-10

-02

-01

13

16

-09

,

.26

aancludes onto/ salary earned.workog full-time (35 hgurs or more a week). Higher

salary $411 or more.a month.

bInformatton on program status was unavailable for 17 respondents in the regular
WIN prograr(who earned a high salary-the first pree months after training.

- c
Information on famTlyinive was unavailable for 26 rtkpondents in,the regular WIN

program who earned ah12h salary in the first three months after training.

.4,
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TABLE F-5

REGRESS12N4STIMATES OF INFLUENCES ON EARNING A HIGH SALARY
E FIRST THREE MONTHS-AFTER TRAINING

(In Per'entage Points Of Deviation From The Grand Mean)

(N) V

v

All

(I/YR)

Grand Mean (percent earning hogn salary}, 54- 34 41 *:

...

Sex/Program Status .

Male... 410), 03) 30 04 .14
II

Mandatory female.. .. . . .. .. .. .. ( 8) (15) -02 15 10

Volunteer female . . ... ...... ... . ... (17) (20) -17 -13 ' -15 .

Female NO ..... .. .. s. . ... ... .. ' ( -) (17) 00 -01

gg523222
Less. than 12 years... ......... ('4) '(12) 23

12 years ..... . (27) (40) 03 01

- More than 12 years. ' ( 4) (13) -34 -20 -24

..0

18-29 years (20). (35) 01 00 02

30 years or'more. (15) (30) -02 -01 -03

Dependents
0-1 .

(14) (10) 11 22 13

2-3 . . . ..... . .. .. ..... .. . . .. (IS) (24) -03 -06 _____46
( 6) ( 5) 18 -02 -02

re.

_A" ( -), (26) -03 ' -02

First Job After Training
,

,

Professtpnal, techni I. administrative. ( -,' ( 5) - 25 38

Blue collar . .. .... ,. ( 7) (II)

06
10 -30

19

-10.

14

f....i

Clerical...
..

.. . ... ..... .. .. . (11) (34)

Sirr4Ce).. .. . .. ....... ... ,.. . (II) (15) -15 -30. -27
. '

inst itutional Training
'

t

t omeleted .,

Dropped

(21) (44) e 12 ' -01 05

(14). (21)
. ..

-18 ' 01 -10

.. , Relationship of First Job to
t ...., 9 fTraining Occupation

.

Same status' (21) (41) 03 -03 -02

. F i r s t jot higher s t a t u s . . - . . . . . . . . .. (11) (16) -01 -06 . -01

First job lower status.. .. .. ..,....1 ( 3) (.5) -18 30 13

ir Program Type

.

. .
Vouchef.,.. .. .. .. .. .. .. ...... (35) DNA 16

Regular,.... ....... .... .. .. . . .... DNA (A5) -09

.43 .35 .26

t

aancludes on#e salgry earmuLvrorkog full-time (35 hgurd or more a week), Higher

°;;; salary . $411 or more.a month.
b Information on program status was unavailable for 17 respondents in the regular

WIM prograrf who earned a high -salary the firstihree months after training.

cInformation on famflAmize was unavailable for 26 rekpondents in, the regular WIN
program who earned a FIT salary in the first three months after training.

.

...

.
.

r

Ij

s



O

.

-;

-277-

TABLE F-6

REGRESSION ESTIIIXIES.100F INFLUENCES. ON'iOR SATISFACTION°

(In Percentage 'Points Of Deviation From The Grand Mean)

la__
V

All

ONO

'

i

.!.

1

/

/

i

Grand Mea(per;ent satisfied).

'ex/Program Status a

"(13)

( 9)
(28)

( -)

( 9)

(35)
( 6)

(31)

09)

(17)

(25)

( 8)

( -)

( 2)

(21)
(10)

(17)

(44)

(.6))

( -

(34)

(16)

(27)

(23)

,(20)
(15)

(15)

(50)

DNA

.

'

(13)

09)
(25)
(21)

(17)

(45)
06)

(39)

(39)
t '

(13)

(28)

(
(3D)

( 6)

(35)
(12)

(25)

(67)

(10)

1 1)

458)
(20)

(52)

(26)

a

(22)

, (424

(14)

DNA

(78)

)11

i

,

Iii
70

-04
13

-02

40

-07
-20

04

-07

14

-10

02

24

08
12

06
-40

-01
01

02

-03

02
09

-13

.36

*

62

-27
. 1r

10

-05

-18

-15
23

02

-02

Si

-01

12

-13

108

-15
02
22

,-10

.00
'09

-86

-08
22

-0
2

11.

.27

1

''"

I

,

.

,65.

-1,4

09
07

-12,

-00`

-02
08

64
-04

03

-03

-02

'-'

02

03

-06 1

08
04

:
02,

-081

-59

-04

s09'

-01

. 0
01

/07

-05
-01 °

00

00

it

Male

Mandatory remdle'N,
Volunteer female
Female NAb

Education

Les a 12 ea'rs
.

12 years....

More than 12 years .. .
ASS .

18 -29,Tears

30 years or more .

Dependents
0-1

2=3
4 of asore

First4104,First Job After Training
Profasslonal, technical. administrative.

, .

Blue collar
Service

Training Satisfiction
Satisfied
Not latisfied

°

Institutional Training
Completed
Dropped r,

'Working in Traintnq OdcuPation t

Yes

.
No L.

.Salary.tevil
H1 9h .Sal ry \
Low salary
NAr s

ProatraaaTYPe
Voucher
Regular.- -

R2

°Refers only to jobs held first three months following the training.

b InpormatIon on the legal status of 21 respondents in the regular WIN prog

were satisfied with their Job, was not available.

`Deviated from the grand mean by less than one half a'percent. in a negati e

direction.

," dInformaticm on the number of Depaulents was not available for 30 of the, ris6brident;
In the regular WIN program who were satisfied with 'their job

°Information on the training satisfaction) ca one of the responde ts is t e regular

program, was not anal table.

(4 4
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ABLE F-7

REGRESSION ESTIMATES OF INFLUENCES ON CHANGES IN SELF-ESTEEM
SCORES OF VOUCHER PARTICIPANTS

. (In Percentage Points Of Deviation Frbm The Grand Mean)

1

A

(N)
Self-Esteem

s

If

e

i

4

,

Lower Higher Same

Grand Mean (perce44)

Sex/Program Status
(25)

4,25)

(63)

(24)

(70)

(19)

(69)

(64)

(38)

' (18).
.. .

(14)

(57)
(24)

(18)

(90'
(2.2)

.

(77)

(41)

'' (31)

(82)

(51)

(25)

(37)

(83) %

(30)

(95)
(18)

(9167)),

(99)
(14)

(100)

(13)

(94)

(19)

(106)

( 7) .

.(.113)

0,

33

I

-21

17

02,

05
-01

-02

01

' -01

08
-05
-02

12,
-10
11

09

03
-14 ,

.

-01

01

-10
. 04

-02
-06

.05

-b4

12

-05
25 .

02
-12

-01
21

02
-15

-02

08

-01

16

.19

1

)

OW

.

45

04

-13

03

09

-01 '

-07

-04

06,

-05
03

'.-01 .

15

03

-14

-02

-01

02

04
-06

07
. -03

05'
10

-14

04

-10,

03
-14

-01

05

04
-06

L04

29

-01

03

02'
24

.18

22

17

-04
..q

-14

03
09

03

-05

-03
02
00

-27a
07

03

-07

-03
12

-03
05

- 03

-01

-0!..,

-07
, 09

01

-02

02

..II

-01

, 06

02

-14

4

'02
...14

02

-II

00
' 07

.16

Male ... .

Mandat6ry female. . ,

Volunteer female.. ..,.. .... .. . ...... '

Education. '.''.
Less than 12 years .... . , ..... ... .. .

12 years ............... .. .... . ,..

1Iore than.12 years .

List
18 -29 years... .

30 years or more.

Dependents
0-1

2:3
4 or m pre

Training Occupation
Professional, technical, administrative .

Clerical.. ........ .... : ........ ..

8/be collar ,
,

Service

Training Satisfaction

Satisfied 4.
Not Atisfied

.

Traininginstitutional
ComplAed
Drit8ped

worked in Training 0ceudalicn
---

Yes 41 II.'

No

Labdr Force ParticipationFirst 3 Months
Worked
Looked for work'
Out of labor forte ..... ....'..

AutonomyTraining Occupation
Chose own training occupation
Did.not choose.... ............ .. ...,

AutonomyTraining Institution i

Chcle own'training institution.. . ... .3

Didnot choose ,

1

School Counseling - -Deciding Interests

and Goals

Needreet
Needs frustrated.... ... ........ .....

School CounselingSuitatlity of
Interests and Goals

Needs ,net.....,

Need% frustrated '

School program,

Needs net '

Needs' frustrated....,.., t

School Counseling-1Nralnihq Progress
Needs net ,

Needs frustrated t. )

School Counseling -- Personal

Needs met
'-

Needs frustrated

Program Type
Voucher

.52

aEstImate unreliable due to small N.
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PUBLISHED REPORTS ON THE PORTLAND WIN
VOUCHERING PROJECT

Portland I (IntitutiVnal Vocational Training)

10'

Richardson,'Ann and Laurel M. Sharp, The Feasibility of Vouchered
Training in WIN: Repor. on the 'First Phase of a Study. BSSR.
'Report No. 0085-2, December, 1974.

Dunning, Bruce B. and James L. U ger. Schools' Responses to Vouchered
Vocationaljrainingt Ex erienees with the Portland WIN Voucher
Training Program. BSSR report No. 0335-3, Jury, 1975. -

Dunning,Brute B. Aspects of Vouchered WIN Trainees' Experiencesovith
the Portland WIN Vouched Training Program.' BSSR Rport .

..-/No. 0335-5, October, 1976. .

Dynnjrig,' Bruce B. Occupational Ehoices and'Vocational School
Selections: Experienceslwith the Parthand WIN Vouch4r Training

*.
Program, BSSR Report Noll.,;03.35-4, December, 1976.

.

1

Portland
e
II thn-TheTtob Training)

Richardson, Ann and Laure.M. Sha p. Thelarly Experience in Vouchering
On-The-Job Training: A eport on Progress in the'Portland
Voucher Project; BSSR R port No. 0085-5, December, 1975.

General Report on Portland Project'

Richardson, Ann. Vouchered Skil, Training in WIN: Program Guidelines

.

and Selected Empirical ndin.s. BSSR Report No. 0085-6,
February, 1977.

. - 4.

Greenhouse, Carol, The FeaSibil t of Feasibilii : Obsery tions ,

-' from th- Portland WIN Vo cher Test. BSS' Report No. 050 -1,
May, 1977.:


